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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
A NOVEL APPROACH TO STUDYING HUMAN INTELLIGENCE-GATHERING:
EMPLOYING A REALISTIC PARADIGM FOR THE STUDY OF ELICITATION
APPROACHES
by
Sarah A. Shaffer
Florida International University, 2020
Miami, Florida
Professor Jacqueline Evans, Major Professor
It is often necessary to interrogate sources of information when threats to national
security (e.g., impending terror attack) are present. However, the overwhelming majority
of research focuses on the interrogation of criminal suspects despite the arguably greater
consequences of the former context, known as Human Intelligence (HUMINT)
collection. The present study is the first to examine a highly successful approach to
collecting information from sources of human intelligence (HUMINT)- the Scharff
Technique.- within a novel and highly realistic paradigm. Participants were recruited for
a study on group interaction. Every group contained a study confederate posing as a
participant who gave a series of scripted details indicating they had plans to attend an
‘event.’ During a group discussion the experimenter told participants that a threat was
written on one of the study forms and that each participant would need to speak to a
supervisor from the research team to find out which participant had made the threat (the
confederate’s scripted lines implicated him/her as the target individual). Participants were
interrogated using one of two interrogation approaches recommended by the U.S.
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government (Direct Approach; File and Dossier Approach)(Army Field Manual, 2-22.3)
or a similar technique used in previous research (the Scharff Technique). Participants
interrogated using the Scharff Technique viewed the interrogator as significantly more
knowledgeable and sources in this condition contributed more new information over the
course of the interview. However, participants in the Scharff Technique condition
reported less difficulty in determining interrogator information objectives. Participants
across conditions were inaccurate in their estimates of their own information
contributions, tending to overestimate the number of details they had given, regardless of
Interrogation Approach. Results of the current study indicate that the success of an
interrogation approach in given situation is likely goal-dependent. The Scharff technique
may be effective in contexts where the appearance of high interrogator knowledgeability
is of central importance but may be unnecessarily time-consuming when it is not.
Keywords: Intelligence-gathering; Interrogation; HUMINT; Army Field Manual
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I.

INTRODUCTION

In early March of 2004, several bombs were simultaneously detonated along
Madrid’s commuter rail system (Kassin, Dror, & Kuckuka, 2013). The bombings- which
caused the deaths of nearly 200 individuals and injured thousands- were the deadliest in
Spanish history, and the deadliest terror attack in decades through the whole of Europe.
Madrid’s police force requested the aid of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, who
identified Oregonian attorney and military veteran, Brandon Mayfield, as a suspect
(United States Department of Justice, Office of the Inspector General, 2006). Mayfield
was identified and charged with the crime because of his known travel patterns, recent
conversion to Islam, and a partial fingerprint match obtained from a bag containing
detonation devices. However, the terrorist organization Al Qaeda soon claimed
responsibility. Within weeks of the original attacks additional bombings occurred,
including a suicide bombing perpetrated by four suspects found to have links to Islamic
extremist and Moroccan drug-trafficking groups. Mayfield’s wrongful arrest resulted in
an official apology from the United States government and a settlement of millions. As a
result of the case, the field of forensic identification came under fire, leading to the
discovery of many other cases of wrongful conviction resulting from factors related to
invalid forensic science. However, it has become apparent that forensic science is low on
the list of factors contributing to wrongful conviction, which is vastly overshadowed by
the counterintuitive finding that innocent individuals can be led to confess to committing
crimes they took no part in, during the interrogation process.
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In light of the phenomena of false confessions by innocent individuals to criminal
wrongdoing (e,g,, Drizin & Leo, 2004), psychological study of criminal interrogations
and confessions has burgeoned in the last several decades. As is poignantly illustrated in
the case of the Madrid bombings and other terror events (e.g., September 11th attacks), the
downstream social and economic consequences of mass crime can be severe. However,
criminal investigation is only one context in which interrogation and informationgathering occur. Individuals involved in extremist groups, organized crime, or with
knowledge regarding events that threaten national security may also undergo
interrogation. In the event of a potential terror attack, valuable information (i.e.,
‘intelligence’) must be gathered from human sources (Human Intelligence; HUMINT).
One could argue that the careful, systematic collection of information from known
members of the groups connected to the Madrid attacks- who had existed for some time
prior- could have prevented both the wrongful arrest of Mayfield, the expenditure of
millions of taxpayer dollars and, potentially, the loss of life due to the bombings
themselves. Such military and national security interrogative contexts differ from
criminal interrogations both in the subject and the goal of the questioning. As a
consequence of an increased and nearly singular focus on criminal interrogation,
HUMINT interrogation has received little attention in the laboratory. The current study
therefore aims, generally, to provide an additional method for the study of HUMINT
interrogations as well as providing one of the first empirical examinations of the
techniques mandated by the United States (US) government for questioning human
sources of information in military and security contexts. First, an overview addressing the
differences between HUMINT and criminal interrogation and a discussion of issues
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uniquely pertinent to the laboratory study of HUMINT will be provided. The following
sections will then highlight several approaches used to question sources in intelligencegathering (i.e., HUMINT) contexts as well as the corresponding body of literature
examining their efficacy. Finally, the variables of interest in the current study will be
discussed.
II.

LITERATURE REVIEW

HUMINT vs. Criminal Interrogation
The difference between HUMINT and criminal interrogative contexts is most
readily apparent in terms of outcome metrics. Criminal interrogators typically question
individuals suspected of crimes in an effort to obtain an admission of guilt. In contrast,
HUMINT collectors typically seek usable, or actionable, information regarding an event
of interest, often a planned rather than past event (Evans et al., 2010; Kassin et al., 2010).
In a criminal investigation, confessions are viewed as a gold standard in evidence
acquisition (Drizin & Leo, 2004). If the suspect confesses, investigators may view further
investigation and evidence collection as pointless because an admission of guilt alone is
often more than adequate to obtain a conviction. However, confession evidence may not
always lead to conviction and, in some cases, innocent individuals have confessed to
crimes they did not actually commit. The failure to convict a guilty individual, and
conversely the conviction of an innocent individual, necessarily results in the fruitless
expenditure of scarce resources in the legal system. Further, it serves to undermine the
justice-seeking function of the courts in addition to leaving vast potential for the
commission of additional crimes by the true perpetrator. Conversely, a focus on
increasing the amount of case-specific information obtained during interrogation may
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generate investigative leads and aid in evidence collection and substantiation thus
increasing the likelihood that true perpetrators are convicted and appropriately sentenced.
In short, the study of HUMINT interrogation with its focus on obtaining accurate
information has the potential to advance both intelligence and criminal interrogations.
A related difference between HUMINT and criminal interrogations is the target of
the interrogation. Criminal interrogations dictate a singular focus on the suspected
perpetrators of crime (i.e., the guilty). However, a source of information in a HUMINT
interrogation need only possess information about an event or group of interest (i.e.,
guilty knowledge). Sources, as opposed to suspects, may therefore be directly involved in
an event of interest and possess critical information of its planning, or may be only
indirectly or tangentially involved. For example, a source of information such as an
acquaintance of a high-value target may be able to provide information on the
movements and activities of that target but not on the critical event (Borum, Gelles, &
Kleinman, 2009; Evans et al., 2010; Granhag, Oleszkiewicz, Strömwall, & Kleinman,
2015). Sources, generally speaking, are likely to vary greatly in terms of both their level
of cooperativeness and in the amount of information they hold (Granhag, Oleszkiewicz,
Strömwall , & Kleinman, 2014; Shaffer, Matuku, & Evans, in preparation).
If sources cannot be considered similar to criminal suspects, one may ask why the
various methodologies used to study how to gather information from eyewitnesses do not
extend to sources of information in intelligence-gathering efforts. Experimental
manipulations of eyewitness conditions aim to examine their effects on eyewitness
memory, such as how accuracy is affected by feedback from co-witnesses or lineup
administrators. However, sources of information differ in several notable ways from
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criminal witnesses. Namely, sources of information may not know that they possess
valuable information to begin with. For example, and as previously mentioned, a source
may not directly hold information on an event or individual and may instead hold value
to interrogators on the basis of informational relevance to the network or movements of
target individuals. In addition, sources likely hold similar ideologies, cultural identity, or
religious values in common with the high-value target or group about whom they are
giving information about and may therefore have more incentive to be uncooperative
whereas witnesses may have little to no connection to the criminal suspects they are
asked to identify (Shaffer, Matuku, & Evans, in preparation), making sources of
information more akin to suspects than to witnesses. Finally, sources of information in
intelligence collection contexts are much more likely to experience cultural mismatch
with interrogators and often require the intervention of interpreters or interrogation by
individuals who are not native to either their language or culture (Russano, Narchet, &
Kleinman, 2014; Shaffer & Evans, 2018; Evans, Shaffer, & Walsh, 2019). Nonetheless,
prevention of intended events such as terror attacks resulting in large-scale loss of life
may not be possible without the information collected from human sources. Thus, it is
critical in HUMINT contexts to explore means of increasing the likelihood that
information obtained is plentiful and accurate.
As with criminal suspects, uncooperative sources may choose to engage in
deception as a form of resistance. Previous research on deception regarding intentions for
the future has found that differences between true and false statements on intentions are
difficult to distinguish because of similarity in the number of details provided (Granhag
& Knieps, 2011). Thus, rather than examining number and type of details, as is useful
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when attempting to detect deception regarding past events (Granhag, Vrij, & Verschuere,
2015; Hartwig & Bond, 2014), there is some evidence suggesting that plausibility can
help to distinguish between true and false statements regarding intentions (Vrij, Granhag,
Mann, & Leal, 2011; Vrij, Leal, Mann, & Granhag, 2011). However, in real HUMINT
settings it may not be possible to determine the plausibility of statements at the initial
phase of contact or if the interrogator holds little evidence of involvement to begin with.
As such, it may be more efficacious in a HUMINT context to use interrogation
approaches aimed at preventing of deception in the first place. Critically, in addition to
being deceptive sources may also use several other strategies to resist interrogative tactics
and manage or withhold the information they possess. Strategies used by sources to resist
interrogation have been studied to a much lesser degree than deception regarding
intended events. The next two sections will highlight the importance of examining the
information management and interrogative resistance strategies used by sources in
HUMINT interrogations and review relevant research aimed at curbing the use of
resistance strategies.
Counter-Interrogation Strategies
Sources with critical knowledge (i.e., knowledge regarding an individual, group,
or event of intelligence value) may be aware that they hold valuable information and
know that they will need to decide which details to share and which to withhold when
questioned (Clemens, Granhag, & Strömwall , 2013), a process known as information
management (Granhag, Mac Giolla, Strömwall, & Rangmar, 2013). Self-regulation
theory broadly posits that individuals adopt a variety of strategies in order to reach their
goals in social interactions (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Granhag & Hartwig, 2008). In
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addition to simply deciding what to withhold and what to give up, sources in HUMINT
interrogations may differ in the goals or motives that drive their information-management
strategies. First, sources that possess important knowledge may simply seek to keep their
knowledge from interrogators altogether and adopt means to resist all questioning
entirely (e.g., maintaining silence, responses of “no comment”)(Granhag, Kleinman, &
Oleszkiewicz, 2016). Second, a source, may want to withhold information while needing
to appear cooperative to their interrogator (e.g., fear of retribution/punishment from
extremists, immunity from prosecution)(Alison et al., 2014; Granhag, Oleszkiewicz,
Strömwall, & Kleinman, 2015). Sources in HUMINT interrogations may use various
techniques to resist interrogation depending upon their information-management goals.
However, as there has not, as of yet, been a means proposed to combat those true
withholders who choose to refrain from giving information entirely, the current study will
focus on the latter, semi-cooperative group.
Alison et al. (2014) examined the use of Counter-Interrogation Strategies in a
sample of 181 interrogations with detained Irish Republican Army (IRA), Al-Qaeda, and
right-wing terrorists. The authors identified five general categories of strategies used
among detainees including verbal (e.g., discussion of unrelated topics or of information
already known to the interrogator), passive verbal (monosyllabic responses), passive
(e.g., gaze aversion, silence), retractions, and responses of “no comment.” They also
found that the use of Counter-Interrogation Strategies differed by group membership such
that Al-Qaeda detainees made more retractions while IRA members more commonly
resorted to topic changes or discussion of information already known to the interrogator.
The use of strategies such as retraction and topic change may make the source appear to
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be cooperative simply by virtue of their mere responsiveness, while they are nonetheless
accomplishing their goal of withholding information. In other words, while sources could
engage in blanket withholding or deception many may instead actively adopt strategies
meant to manipulate interrogator perceptions of their cooperativeness while refraining
from giving useful or novel information.
Elicitation
One way to prevent the use of Counter-interrogation Strategies in HUMINT
interrogation may be to employ methods of elicitation. Elicitation refers to interrogative
approaches that aim to extract sought after information without the knowledge of the
source or by obscuring interrogator information objectives (Granhag, Montecinos, &
Oleszkiewicz, 2015). Elicitation approaches aim to obtain information while
a) preventing the source from guessing what information is known and unknown by the
interrogator and b) manipulating the perception of the source in such a way that he is
unaware of the fact that he has actually given new information to the interrogator. If an
interrogator can indeed keep a source blind to the information being sought and the
information the interrogator already holds, the source’s ability to effectively employ
Counter-Interrogation Strategies can be reduced or removed entirely. The concurrent
aims of elicitation in obscuring interrogator information objectives and disallowing
sources to accurately determine their own information contribution during interrogation
will collectively be referred to as “elicitation outcomes” henceforth.
The United States Department of the Army's official manual on interrogation
(Army Field Manual, 2-22.3, 2006) dictates the legal methods of interrogation, and
outlines nineteen approaches for obtaining information from sources of intelligence. The
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most commonly used approach is a combination of direct (i.e., cued) and open-ended
questions (Redlich, Kelly, & Miller, 2014). The Army Field Manual recommends that
these “Direct” interrogations be used before any other interrogation approach is
considered and further states that Direct interrogations are successful with 90% of
sources (despite a lack of empirical testing or evidence-base). However, a Direct
Approach is not ideal from an elicitation standpoint, as the use of direct/cued questions
may imply to the source that the interrogator holds very little information, which in turn
may lead to increased use of Counter-Interrogation Strategies aimed at misleading the
interrogator.
The Army Field Manual also outlines several futility-based approaches meant to
reinforce the idea that the withholding of information by sources is pointless. Approaches
such as "We Know All" and “File and Dossier” attempt to manipulate the perspective of
sources in such a way that they are led to believe that the interrogator already possesses
all possible information. The File and Dossier approach, a version of “We Know All,” for
example, requires that interrogators prepare an extensive file on the source containing
documents on personal history, employment, and other information. The file may then be
padded with blank sheets of paper and labeled by section in order to create an illusion of
"knowing-it-all.” The apparently extensive dossier and verbal utterances from the
interrogator, are meant to imply to the source that the questioning is a matter of course
rather than one of necessity. The interrogator then asks questions to which the answer is
already known in order to assess the level of cooperativeness and truthfulness of the
source and to create the illusion of knowing-it-all. However, the techniques outlined in
the Army Field Manual are based on practitioner experience (i.e., customary knowledge)
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and anecdotal evidence rather than empirical testing (Borum, Gelles, & Kleinman, 2009)
and few studies have examined the effectiveness of interrogative approaches meant to
prevent the use of Counter-Interrogation Strategies. Many of these studies have focused
on tactics that use perspective-taking as a means of predicting what sources expect from
interrogation and using this perspective by employing tactics that will prevent sources
from using Counter-Interrogation Strategies (Granhag, Oleskiewicz, Sakrisvold, &
Kleinman, 2019; Luke & Granhag, 2020).
Perspective-taking and conversation
Successful communication (including in interrogative settings) relies on the
ability of speakers to assess the knowledge-base and ease of understanding of listeners
and to then tailor utterances to achieve the goal of the communication (Krauss & Fussell,
1991). The ability to assess and understand the perceptions of others is defined as
perspective-taking. For example, an interrogator must assess the knowledge-base and
motivations (e.g., immunity from prosecution) of a source and subsequently tailor his
interrogative approach to that knowledge-base and motivation to accomplish his goal of
obtaining information. The interrogator therefore must necessarily attempt to adopt the
perspective of the source to determine potential drivers of desired behavior in
interrogative exchanges in order to maximize the potential for information-gain.
Previous communication research (e.g., Roxβnagel, 2000) has found that
perspective-taking ability and resultant utterances are greatly affected by cognitive
processing capacity and load. When cognitive load is high, speakers tend to use less
description and more technical language than they would when cognitive load is low.
One communication model identifies three objectives that serve as decision-making
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standards for verbal exchanges in an approach known as the Principal of Adequacy Drop.
The Principal of Adequacy Drop posits that speakers adapt communication style and
language toward these three orientations. Specifically, speakers have i) a goal they wish
to achieve with the communication (goal achievement orientation; most important) ii) the
desire to communicate in a way that will secure the cooperation of the listener
(cooperation orientation), and iii) the necessity to adapt grammar, syntax and wordchoice to the perceived competency level of the listener in order to maximize the
potential of the listener to understand the communication (grammar orientation; least
important)(Klein & Zeische, 1996). When cognitive load is low, all orientations are
equally considered in conversational planning. However, when cognitive load is high
(e.g., time pressure, stress), orientations are dropped in reverse-order of importance,
leaving goal achievement as the sole focus for verbal planning. Alternatively, listeners
who have little need to provide return utterances may find themselves with low cognitive
load because the necessity for response formulation is reduced when speakers are
providing the majority of the utterances in semi-monologue form. However, in
interrogative situations cognitive load for sources may be increased as the source assesses
interrogator utterances to determine level of knowledge and to manage information and
Counter-Interrogation Strategies. In laboratory tests, perspective-taking ability has been
found to increase successful negotiation (Galinsky, Maddux, Gilin, & White, 2008). In
real-world interrogative contexts the effect of increases/decreases in perspective-taking
ability can be seen, for example, in the fact that diminished capacity for perspectivetaking may lead juveniles to falsely confess more frequently (Redlich, Silverman, Chen,
& Steiner, 2004) whereas police officers who score highly in perspective taking are more
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likely to engage in active listening techniques even without formal training (Wachi,
Watanabe, Yokota, Otsuka, & Lamb, 2016). Furthermore, simulation of another’s
experience, whether through conversation, observation, or visualization, has been found
to provide greater accuracy in prediction of action than inference alone (Zhou, Majka, &
Epley, 2017).
Relatedly, Grice (1975) proposed four maxims which contribute to cooperative
conversation. First, speakers must relay an appropriate amount of information without
over-informing (i.e., ‘Quantity’). Second, speakers must give information that is both
truthful and supported by evidence (i.e., ‘Quality’), and also relevant to the conversation
(i.e., ‘Relation’). Lastly, speakers must be concise rather than using vague language (i.e.,
‘Manner’). Grice proposed that these maxims are necessary for successful conversation
because a conversation cannot be sustained without cooperation. Grice further posits that
adherence to cooperative principles conveys greater understanding of the expected norms
of the context in which the conversation takes place. However, adherence to
conversational norms can be affected by a variety of factors. For example, Koch, Forgas,
& Matovic (2013) induced negative or positive affect in order to observe consequent
adherence to Grice’s maxims. The author’s found that participants experiencing negative
affect displayed greater adherence to conversational norms than participants experiencing
positive affect.
Given the effect of perspective-taking and conversational norms in both
laboratory and policing contexts, it is reasonable to conclude that interrogative
approaches using perspective-taking may be more effective than those that do not. The
previously described futility approaches, for example, may facilitate obfuscation of
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interrogator knowledge by forcing the source to work harder to determine what the
interviewer does and does not know in addition to attempting to determine what
information the interrogator is seeking from the source (thereby also violating the
cooperative maxim of Quantity). Increased cognitive demand may use up limitedcapacity cognitive systems more quickly (e.g., attention, working memory), therefore
leading to a decrease in the source’s ability to engage in Counter-Interrogation Strategies
successfully. Despite the relevance of perspective taking to the study of interrogation,
little empirical study has been directed toward systematic testing of the efficacy of
military interrogation approaches.
The Scharff Technique
Although it is not included in the Army Field Manual, one empirically tested
interrogative approach that has been found successful in elicitation is the Scharff
Technique. Hanns Scharff was a German Luftwaffe pilot in World War II who was
tasked with interrogating American and British Prisoners of War (POW). Scharff, an
untrained interrogator, was lauded for his ability to elicit invaluable intelligence
(Oleszkiewicz et al., 2015) and gained renown for his success, both among his superiors
and internationally, as evidenced by the training lectures requested of him by the US
military after the war (Granhag, Kleinman, & Oleszkiewicz, 2016). Scharff believed that
attempting to understand the point of view of his sources was vital in eliciting crucial
information from them and thus made use of perspective-taking in his approach by
observing the interrogations conducted by his colleagues (Toliver, 1997). Observation of
interrogations allowed Scharff to develop an approach that entailed the opposite of what
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POWs had come to expect from other interrogators (Granhag, Kleinman, &
Oleszkiewicz, 2016).
Scharff hypothesized that a source would adopt one of three CounterInterrogation Strategies a) give very little information overall b) guess what the
interrogator does not know and withhold that information specifically and c) give the
interrogator information he already has and is therefore not useful. He reasoned a
successful interrogator must adopt an approach that prevents sources from using these
strategies. Scharff developed an interrogative approach consisting of five general
elements: use of a friendly and conversational tone; avoid asking questions; build and
maintain an illusion of “knowing-it-all”; provide opportunities to confirm/disconfirm
uncertain information; and ignore new information. These elements are explained in more
detail below. Note, the Scharff Technique is intended for semi-cooperative sources;
sources who are unwilling to speak with the interrogator are not candidates for the
Scharff Technique.
Military operators receive resistance training in the event that they are captured
and subjected to coercive and torturous interrogations. In contrast to the expectations
about interrogation such training generates, Scharff’s approach was quite friendly (e.g.,
taking a source out of the interrogation context, perhaps to the officer’s bar). Scharff
rightly assumed that positive, respectful and humane treatment where sources were
treated as equals would be more effective. The friendly approach serves to bolster rapport
and convey that the interaction is a conversation rather than an interrogation and may
have the added benefit of decreasing the anxiety of the source. In an analysis of 488
police interrogations with suspected terrorists, Alison et al. (2013) found that adaptive
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rapport-based approaches directly led to increased positive interpersonal behavior (e.g.,
active listening, mirroring) from suspects and, critically, greater information yield.
However, even minimal use of maladaptive interpersonal behavior on the part of the
interrogator (e.g., confrontation) resulted in greater use of maladaptive interpersonal
behavior by suspects and directly led to reductions in information yield. Research by
Alison et al. (2013), among others, seems to suggest that rapport-based, or at least
friendly, approaches are ideal in the interviewing and interrogation of sources.
The second tenet of Scharff’s approach is to refrain from asking questions. Using
statements rather than questions may bolster the first tactic (i.e., use of a conversational
tone)by conveying the conversational tone and also builds the source’s sense of
autonomy by removing any pressure for information. In addition, Scharff believed that
asking questions would reveal to the source that information was being sought, making
the encounter an interrogation rather than a conversation. By refraining from asking
questions, the source may feel (incorrectly) that the interrogator is not seeking
information at all. If the source is expecting to be asked for information, presumably
information not held by the interrogator, then the anticipation of questions may distract
the source from attempting to discover what the interrogator knows, thus decreasing his
ability to withhold and deceive. Furthermore, the use of questions may allow the source
to perceive gaps in the knowledge of the interrogator thus allowing him the opportunity
to misdirect or deceive.
The third element of the Scharff Technique is the building of an illusion of
"knowing-it-all" so that the source perceives that withholding information is futile.
Scharff did this by both extensively studying the personal history of his sources and by
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providing a summary of known information at the outset of the interrogation. Collection
of available personal information is now common to the process for many modern
military and national security interrogations. In modern HUMINT collection efforts, an
extensive screening process takes place prior to interrogation in order to determine
whether the source is likely to hold information of intelligence value. This is
accomplished through collection of both public records (e.g., geographical location,
technical skills, criminal history) and personal items (e.g. journals) in an attempt to
uncover Biographic Intelligence (Army Field Manual, 2-22.3; Brandon & Wells, 2019).
Biographic Intelligence information is used to select an interrogation approach and may
be used during interrogation for illusion-building, as is the case with futility-based
approaches (“We Know All”; File and Dossier Approach) (Army Field Manual2-22.3).
Within the Scharff Technique approach, the aforementioned avoidance of questions also
serves to strengthen the illusion of knowing-it-all. If the source is not directly asked
questions, illusion-building should be more successful and the source should again have a
more difficult time determining the information objectives of the interrogator.
The fourth technique is the provision of opportunities to confirm or deny
interrogator statements. While the illusion-building phase should include a summary of
known information, the confirmation/disconfirmation phase prescribes the interrogator to
insert information that he is unsure of (‘unknown’ information) for the source to confirm
or deny. For example, intelligence may have been received regarding a planned attack but
may not specifically pinpoint the location of the attack. If one of two possible locations is
more probable than another, the interrogator should insert this information in the form of
a statement. If it is confirmed by the source, that information becomes certain rather than
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probable (i.e., new information is gained; ‘known’ information). Alternatively, if the
source disconfirms the statement, the interrogator still gains the sought-after information
by process of elimination. Again, the avoidance of direct questioning obscures the
information objective of the interrogator and may reinforce to the source that the
interrogator knows all, even if the interrogator is only making an informed guess.
Lastly, to uphold the perception of withholding as futile with an all-knowing
interrogator, the Scharff interrogator should refrain from reacting (i.e., ignore) any new
information given by the source. Failure to react to new information is, again, meant to
convey that the interrogator is highly informed and thus cannot be surprised by new
information. Further, this should cloud the source’s ability to ascertain when/if they have
provided new or useful information.
Several studies have examined the effectiveness of the Scharff Technique in
elicitation (e.g., Granhag, Montecinos, & Oleszkiewicz, 2015; Granhag, Oleszkiewicz,
Strömwall, & Kleinman, 2015; May, Granhag, & Oleszkiewicz, 2014). All previous
studies of the Scharff Technique used the same general paradigm. Participants are
recruited to engage in a role-playing study in which they read a scenario detailing a
planned terrorist event. In the scenario, an extremist group is planning to detonate a bomb
at a busy shopping mall. Participants are given information about the group’s members
and a previous planned attack by the group, as well as details regarding the upcoming
attack. Participants are also given background for the role-playing portion. Background
role details instruct the participant to imagine that they had committed an armed robbery
prior to meeting one of the members of the extremist group. Participants are told to
imagine that they have contacted law enforcement to trade information on the extremist
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group for immunity from prosecution for the armed robbery. Further, they are instructed
to strike a balance between giving too much and too little information lest the group
members find out they have been betrayed (i.e., giving too much information), or law
enforcement decide that they have not been sufficiently cooperative to warrant immunity
(i.e., giving too little information). Participants are then given time to plan their strategy
for the interrogation. In all studies of the Scharff Technique participants are interrogated
using either the Scharff Technique or the Direct Approach, which consists of open-ended
and cued questions regarding the target information as described in the Army Field
Manual (2-22.3).
Well over fifteen studies have been conducted in order to examine either the
overall effectiveness of the Scharff Technique (e.g., Granhag, Cancino Montecinos,
Oleszkiewicz,2014), its individual components (e.g., dis/confirmation tactic)(May,
Granhag, & Oleszkiewicz, 2014), or its effectiveness in various contexts such as with
more or less cooperative sources (Granhag, Oleszkiewicz, Strömwall, Kleinman, 2015) or
across repeated interrogations (Oleszkiewicz, Granhag, & Kleinman, 2017). Previous
research (e.g., Granhag, Kleinman, & Oleszkiewicz, 2016) typically finds that the Scharff
Technique outperforms the Direct Approach in terms of elicitation outcomes. First, the
Scharff Technique has been found to influence the perceptions of participants such that
interrogator objectives are obscured in the Scharff condition compared to the Direct
approach condition, meaning participants in the Scharff condition rate themselves as
having more difficulty in understanding what information the interrogator sought.
Further, in comparison to the Direct Approach, participants in the Scharff condition rate
the interrogator as holding more information prior to the interrogation and rate
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themselves as having given less information during the interrogation. When objective
measures of information gain and interrogator knowledge are scored, participants in the
Scharff condition consistently underestimate how much information they have given
overall and overestimate how much information was known by the interrogator prior to
the interrogation. In contrast, participants in the Direct condition consistently
overestimate the amount of information they have given. Given the above-described
results, research on the Scharff Technique consistently suggests the technique is effective
at elicitation. In addition to these elicitation specific outcomes, participants also tend to
give more new information when the Scharff approach is used compared to a Direct
Approach.
In one test of the Scharff Technique (Oleszkiewicz, Granhag, & Kleinman, 2017),
experienced handlers (i.e., police officers who are in contact with and manage
Confidential Informants) from the Norwegian police force were trained (or not) in using
the Scharff Technique. Handlers then interrogated student-sources who had read the
scenario described previously (i.e., background and attack-relevant information regarding
the bombing of a shopping mall). Again, student sources interrogated using the Scharff
Technique rather than with a Direct Approach had a more difficult time determining
interrogator objectives, underestimated the amount of new information they had given,
and overestimated the amount of knowledge held by the interrogator prior to the
interrogation. In addition, interrogators trained in the Scharff Technique were able to
obtain more new information than those who had not been trained in the Scharff
Technique.
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The Scharff Technique has been shown to be effective in comparison to the most
commonly used Army Field Manual interrogation approach (i.e., the Direct Approach),
including when implemented by experienced practitioners (e.g., Oleszkiewicz et al.,
2019). However, there are potential issues with this line of research. First, the Scharff
Technique has not been compared to an interrogation approach other than the Direct
Approach. It still remains to be determined whether the Scharff Technique outperforms
other Futility Approaches such as ‘We Know All’ or the File and Dossier Approach. In
addition, in the study that included practitioners the interrogation tactics used by handlers
who were not trained in the Scharff Technique were not specified (Oleszkiewicz et al.,
2017). Thus, while the Scharff Technique is known to be effective in comparison to the
Direct Approach, it is unknown whether the Scharff Technique is more effective than
other approaches described in the Army Field Manual.
Second, the role-playing scenario methodology used in the paradigm may be
problematic. Research on the Scharff Technique has always employed the same roleplaying paradigm in which participants must imagine they hold vital information on a
terrorist attack. While the Scharff Technique’s results are remarkably consistent across
studies, it is unclear whether role-playing paradigms in which participants are explicitly
instructed and given an opportunity to a) plan a strategy, b) memorize details, and c)
strike a balance between giving too much and too little information result in similar
findings to more realistic paradigms.
When testing interrogation methods it is unclear if the mindset of participants
varies in response to role-playing methods versus paradigms that are highly realistic for
participants- a phenomenon known as experimental or psychological realism (Evans et
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al., 2013: Houston Meissner, & Evans, 2014). To propel progress in the field of
interrogation study as a whole it is vital to show convergent validity- the notion that
obtaining similar results across different paradigms and conducted in different contexts
provide valid evidence of proof of concept. For example, if an observational study of
interrogations at a particular police station (Leo, 1996) finds that the provision of
fabricated evidence (i.e., non-existent or ploy evidence) may lead to increased confession
rates, obtaining high false confession rates in response to false evidence ploys in the
laboratory provides corroboration. Ultimately, such corroboration serves to bolster the
validity of the both paradigms as vastly different data collection methods arrive at the
same result. In the case of the current study, if the use of a realistic paradigm leads to the
same results found in previous research, the concept is validated and it is more likely than
not that both paradigms are portraying an accurate depiction of the problem as it truly
occurs. As such, it is important to address the notion of convergent validity as it relates to
the effectiveness of the highly successful Scharff Technique to begin to move from the
laboratory to implementation in the field. It is reasonable to expect that outcomes may
vary as a function of the paradigm used to test the Scharff Technique (and other
interrogation methods). It is unclear whether a student participant’s behavior in response
to being asked to role-play as a criminal with terrorist ties (a very unfamiliar situation)
differs from the behavior of student-participants interrogated regarding something they
actually experienced, or believe to be real, and that is more relatable to their own life
experiences. One pressing issue in this respect is that undergraduate students likely have
very little experience with general crime, but are even less likely to have any experience
in extremism or the planning of terrorist events. As such, it may be that the design of the
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Scharff paradigm forces student participants to draw upon schemas and stereotypes of
criminals and extremists when taking on their roles, rather than providing naturalistic
responses.
Schematic Frameworks and Imagining Terrorism
Schemas are cognitive frameworks for the organization of knowledge and are
largely constructed from prior experiences (Koriat, Goldsmith, & Pansky, 2000).
Schemas are often drawn upon for both decision-making and problem solving. When
faced with a novel situation, we rely on our schemas to inform us of what to expect and
how to behave. Schemas also serve as a framework around which to integrate new
information as they provide a basis for processing and categorizing information prior to
storage to maximize the potential for successful future recall. Essentially, because
cognitive systems are predisposed toward efficiency, we do not store and recall events,
experiences, and general knowledge verbatim. Rather, we encode and store gist-level
information which we reconstruct during recall. Because schemas are derived from prior
experience, when have no prior experience on a particular topic we are forced to rely on
the very general schema-related information we possess. We also tend to remember
schema-consistent information quite well, while schema-inconsistent information is often
passed over and forgotten (Brewer & Treyens, 1981).
Brewer & Treyens (1981) conducted a classic study in which student participants
were asked to wait in the experimenter’s office prior to the study session. However, the
true purpose of the study was to determine participant’s recall accuracy for schemaconsistent and schema-inconsistent information. After waiting 35 seconds in the office,
participants were asked to recall every object they had seen in the office while waiting.
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Participants displayed high accuracy for recall of items typical of office settings (e.g.,
desk, chair) but poor recall for items that one would not expect to see in an office (e.g.,
wine bottle, picnic basket). The tendency to remember expected items and concepts has
also been found to contribute to several applied phenomena. In another classic study,
Bartlett (1932) had English school children read a Native American myth containing very
specific cultural expressions and later tested recall for the story. Because the processing
and interpretation of information relies partially on prior experience, participants
displayed a particular inaccuracy for story information that did not match their own
cultural experiences. In the applied sense, schema formation is closely related to
stereotyping and has also been found to contribute to the formation of false memories
(Koriat, Goldsmith, & Pansky, 2000) and distortions in eyewitness memory (Fisher &
Geiselman, 1992).
In the case of role-playing in HUMINT research student participants have little
experience with illegality or crime and likely have no personal experience with terrorism.
As a result, participants must rely on the only information their schemas contain in
relation to terrorism (e.g., television, news media). American participants may, for
example, be reminded of the September 11th attacks and associate terrorism with middle
eastern individuals such as those belonging to the Taliban or Al Qaeda. Participants may
also rely on television depictions of terrorism which are often not representative of the
norm. Given that schema consistent information is recalled more often and more
accurately, participants in previous studies of the Scharff technique may be more likely to
recall information from the scenarios they read that is consistent with such depictions
while forgetting information that does not conform to their often inaccurate imaginings of
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terrorism because they have little other information on which to rely. Consequently,
participants in role-playing studies may also behave in an exaggerated way during
interrogations in such studies because lack of personal experience forces them to rely on
sensationalized media depictions and dramatized television portrayals of terrorists. It is
therefore possible that changing the experimental paradigm will result in outcomes that
differ from those found in previous research. Because quite a bit of research has been
done to examine the Scharff Technique specifically, it is vital to address this issue before
practitioners are encouraged to use the Scharff Technique (Oleskiewicz et al., 2017).
Testing the utility of the Scharff Technique in a paradigm high in psychological realism
in order to provide evidence of convergent validity is a primary objective of the current
study; subsequent sections will address factors that are necessary to accomplish this end.
Mirroring Real-World Conditions in the Study of Interrogation
There is often a disconnect between practitioners and researchers such that
research is difficult to incorporate into practice. Practitioners may not see the value of
laboratory research to the real world and argue that laboratory conditions do not mirror
the situations they see in practice (Copes, Vieraitis, & Jochum, 2007). On the other hand,
researchers argue that it is important to study the potential mechanisms behind
psychological phenomena in controlled settings where ground truth of guilt or innocence
is certain. Interrogation research may face similar resistance from practitioners in that
field research (e.g., examination of contributing factors in wrongful conviction, Drizin &
Leo, 2004; observational study of interrogations, Leo, 1996) may be viewed as having
greater validity as findings relate specifically to the problem as it occurs in the real world.
On the other hand, researchers are aware that field research does not allow for the control
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of key variables, and therefore for causal determinism; further ground truth (e.g.,
culpability status, number of details held by an interviewee) is unknown. Without a
means of addressing such divides, empirically-validated recommendations may not be
incorporated into practice while untested practices may be implemented.
An issue related to the field-laboratory divide is that laboratory paradigms take
many forms, some of which may be inadequate for policy and practice recommendations
(Telep, 2013). The example of interest to the current study is that of the paradigm used to
test the Scharff Technique. Although the Scharff Technique is apparently effective in
terms of elicitation, it is imperative that the results obtained in previous research are
replicated in more realistic contexts to provide evidence of convergent validity. Without
rigorous testing across contexts practitioners may be a) reluctant to incorporate useful
research simply because it is not based on a realistic paradigm or b) wrongly incorporate
research that has not been rigorously tested in multiple contexts.
The field has made great strides in the study of interrogation overall but has a
rather long way to go if we are to truly understand the psychological mechanisms
underlying interrogative behavior. It is imperative that new paradigms are developed in
which real-world conditions are replicated and interrogative behavior is examined in a
variety of situations. In other words, it is important that the paradigms used to study
interrogation are high in external and ecological validity. The current study aims to
address several of the gaps that are present in the research paradigms used to study
interrogation generally, and elicitation specifically. Thus, below I will discuss two
foundational interrogation paradigms used in the study of criminal interrogation in order
to transition to the HUMINT context. I will then highlight important elements in the
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study of HUMINT interrogation that require empirical examination: psychological
realism, and isolation.
Interrogation Paradigms
Kassin and Kiechel (1996) provided one of the first experimental paradigms for
the study of interrogation and false confession. Participants were asked to complete a
typing task without pressing a “forbidden” key (i.e., the ALT-key). The computer
subsequently crashed for all participants and participants were asked to sign a confession
admitting to pressing the forbidden key and causing the crash. Although the Kassin and
Kiechel (1996) study was highly innovative as the first experimental paradigm for the
study of interrogation, it cannot be argued that it provides external validity by replicating
real-world conditions. The primary criticisms of the method are that a) participants were
all factually innocent, so the methods cannot tell us about the behavior of guilty
individuals, b) the alleged transgression was not intentional, making it possible for
participants to be unaware of their own guilt status, and c) there were only minor
consequences for making an admission (i.e., receiving a phone call from the principle
investigator).
Subsequent to the development of this “ALT-key paradigm,” Russano, Meissner,
Narchet, & Kassin (2005) developed a paradigm higher in psychological realism in order
to study interrogation. Undergraduate participants were asked to complete one task
individually and then complete a second task with another student (who in fact was
actually a confederate member of the research team posing as a participant). During the
individual portion of the task, the confederate either induced the participant to cheat or
not (depending on the randomly assigned culpability condition) by the confederate asking
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for an answer to one of the individual task questions. Later all participants were told that
the experimenter was certain they had cheated and that the cheating could be considered a
case of academic misconduct. Participants were then interrogated and asked to sign a
"confession" stating that they had broken the experimental rules.
The ALT-key paradigm is useful in examining false admissions of wrongdoing,
but many participants likely believed it possible that they could have pressed the key
accidentally and were thus actually responsible for the crash. As such, participants may
have believed they made a true rather than false confession. Results from the Kassin &
Kiechel study (1996) suggest that participants tend to internalize accusations such that
they may actually come to believe that they did press the forbidden key. In fact, 65% of
participants made statements suggesting that they had internalized blame for the incident.
Furthermore, researchers had no ability to determine whether or not participants had
actually pressed the ALT-key and ground truth was therefore unknown; as such the
researchers could not be fully confident if a confession was false. In addition, there were
minimal consequences for confessing, either falsely or truly. It may be that the high false
confession rate found in the original ALT-key study- approximately two-thirds of
participants ‘confessed’- was the result of participants’ disregard for the allegation
because of the lack of consequences. In other words, participants may have decided that
there was no point in arguing and so acquiesced to the researcher’s demands in order to
end the experimental session. In a real-world interrogation, a suspect who falsely
confesses may face consequences ranging from a fine to probation to a prison sentence to
capital punishment while sources of information in HUMINT contexts face potential
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retribution from high value targets or extremist groups, isolation from their communities,
and potential prosecution.
Russano et al.’s (2005) “cheating paradigm” improved upon the ALT-key
paradigm is several ways. First, the cheating paradigm improved upon the ALT-key
paradigm’s lack of meaningful consequences by creating a high-stakes situation. Students
are fully aware that cheating is a serious offense in the eyes of the university, and student
participants presumably wish to maintain their academic standing. In addition to creating
a higher stakes situation, the cheating paradigm allowed for the examination of the
behavior of both guilty and innocent “suspects.” Because of these improvements, the
cheating paradigm has become the gold standard in interrogation research. Notably,
however, both the ALT-key paradigm and the cheating paradigm suffers from a similar
issue that is reflective of the most substantial difference between HUMINT and criminal
interrogation contexts. The goal of each procedure was simply to examine baseline rates
of a confession to a single ‘event,’ rather than to examine overall information gain. A
lack of focus on information gain therefore provides a serious impediment to the study of
elicitation and information gain in HUMINT contexts.
In the original cheating paradigm participants engaged in a very simple
transgression by providing an answer to an ‘individual question’ to a confederate in
defiance of the experimental rules. Thus, even a fully cooperative interviewee would not
be able to provide many details to an interrogator. The original paradigm may therefore
be inappropriate for the study of intelligence-gathering. Evans et al. (2013; 2014) adapted
the cheating paradigm for use in HUMINT contexts such that the cheating event was
expanded to allow for a greater number of details to be generated than in the original
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paradigm. Rather than having a confederate ask participants for answers on a test, Evans
et al. (2013) had the confederate use a ‘cheat sheet,’ which participants were told had
been obtained from a previous participant, to answer the general knowledge trivia
questions. Upon finding that the sheet did not contain the necessary answers, the
confederate used a phone, against experimental rules, to call a friend to get the correct
answers, and then copied the questions and answers down for a friend who the participant
was told would be participating in the study at a later time. In the initial study using this
paradigm (Evan et al., 2013), participants were subsequently interrogated using either an
information-gathering approach or a confrontational approach.
In a second study, Evans et al. (2014) examined the effectiveness of positive and
negative emotion-based approaches outlined in the Army Field Manual of interrogation
(2-22.3). In comparison to a Direct questioning interrogation approach, both positive
(e.g., flattery, minimization of the seriousness of the offense) and negative (exaggeration
of seriousness, increased anxiety) approaches yielded more information. However,
positive approaches were more effective in reducing the anxiety and stress felt by
participants.
In the only other study to directly test interrogation approaches as described in the
Army Field Manual, Duke et al. (2018) used the same modified cheating paradigm to
examine the effectiveness of cooperation-focused approaches in comparison to
withholding-focused approaches. The withholding-focused approach, ‘We Know All,’
falls under the futility-based approaches of the Army Field Manual, which aim to lead
interviewees to perceive that it is pointless to withhold information from highly
knowledgeable, or seemingly omniscient, interrogators. Although both categories of
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approaches were conducive to building rapport between interrogators and sources, the
We Know All approach was particularly effective in eliciting accurate information in
comparison to cooperation-focused approaches. The current study tested a similar
futility-based interrogation protocol, the File and Dossier Approach.
Psychological Realism. A key contribution of the cheating paradigm is its high
level of psychological realism. High realism can be contrasted with the role-playing
paradigm used to study the Scharff Technique. Participants who are asked to role-play, as
in previous research (e.g., Oleszkiewicz et al., 2014), intentionally memorize necessary
details immediately prior to the interrogation, are aware an interrogation is forthcoming,
are told to develop a strategy for the upcoming interrogation, and are told explicitly to use
a specific approach to withholding or revealing (“do not reveal too much or too little”). In
a more naturalistic setting, participants and real-world sources may not be aware of the
importance of the interactions and events they experience in relation to a target, group, or
event and may therefore hold fewer or different details as they may not know that they
need to pay attention to them in the first place. In other words, they may or may not
remember the key details. In addition, interrogation for the purposes of HUMINT
collection may be unexpected, meaning that sources may not have the ability to develop a
specific interrogation strategy ahead of time. It is reasonable to assume that participants
who are informed of the purpose of the study (researching interrogation approaches) and
who are told how to behave, and who are provided a full account of the necessary details,
will differ from those who are not expecting an interrogation to occur. It is likely that
such participants will differ from role-playing participants in a variety of ways ranging
from their perceptions of the interrogation/interrogator to their feelings regarding being
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interrogated, as well as in their general information-management strategies and the type
of information they reveal and withhold. Finally, participants who are aware that they are
only role-playing as interviewees (e.g., informed that the event is not real and that they
will be playing a role) may take the interrogation less seriously and will plan for it with
less effort in addition to being less engaged in the task overall.
The importance of psychological realism in interrogation research has been
stressed in the previous literature on police interrogation (e.g., Kassin & Kiechel, 1996).
The previously discussed gap between research and practice may be attributed partially to
the tendency to create paradigms for laboratory study that are low in psychological
realism (e.g., role-playing paradigms), as such paradigms may encourage reliance on
schemas by student participants who have no practical or real-life experience with the
phenomena of study and therefore do not behave naturally. It is not practical to use a
role-playing paradigm in some interrogation studies (e.g., those examining false
confessions) but such paradigms are used often in deception detection and informationgathering or elicitation research (e.g., Oleszkiewicz et al., 2014; Vrij, Granhag, Mann, &
Leal, 2011; Vrij, Leal, Mann, & Granhag, 2011). As such, it is crucial that the issue of
realism be addressed directly, both for the sake of extending previous research through
the creation of new paradigms and to address the issue of the applicability of field versus
laboratory research on interrogation. Although the current study does not provide a direct
comparison of paradigms that are low versus high in psychological realism, it is
necessary to create paradigms which are applicable to individuals outside of university
settings (e.g., community members) and in order to further explore nuances in behavior
during information-gathering. Intelligence-gathering research cannot provide a full
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picture of the phenomenon if paradigms are applicable to students rather than the general
population. Furthermore, it is critically important to increase the degree to which
interrogation research, generally, can mirror interrogations in the field in order to move
research from the domain of experimentation to that of practice. To that end, the current
study implements several important elements beyond high realism by: examining the
efficacy of interrogation approaches currently in use in the field; b) providing a paradigm
which generates a large amount of relevant information sufficient to mirror the detail-rich
context of real-world events; and the isolation of elements that likely influence which the
effectiveness of interrogation approaches such as group size and isolation.
Group size. Few studies have examined the interrogative behavior of individuals
who were part of a group that experienced the same series of events. Rather than
examining information gain, previous research using groups of participants has focused
on use of counter-interrogation strategy (e.g., Granhag, Mac Giolla, Strömwall, &
Rangmar,, 2013) or cues to deception in the planning of intended (future) events
(Granhag, Rangmar, & Strömwall, 2015). To the author’s knowledge, only one study has
examined elicitation and information-gain in a HUMINT setting with small groups of
participants (versus individuals). In a test of the Scharff Technique’s effectiveness
(Granhag, Oleszkiewicz, & Kleinman, 2016), participants completed the standard
paradigm used in Scharff studies (previously described) but were able to plan for the
interrogation as a group of three. Participants were then separated for interrogation. Each
participant was told that they were the last to be interrogated and the information gained
in each interrogation was incorporated into subsequent interrogations in order to build the
illusion of knowing-it-all. Although the Scharff Technique and Direct Approach
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interrogation conditions generated a similar amount of new information, the Scharff
Technique led participants to underestimate their own contribution of information. In
addition, participants overestimated the contribution of their fellow group members.
The current study advances the existing literature by examining elicitation
outcomes when individuals experience the same event but are unable to engage in
coordinated planning for an interrogation caused by separation, as high value targets are
when detained and interrogated in custodial settings (e.g., Guantanamo Bay). In addition,
the current method allows for examination of intelligence-gathering when group
members are not directly involved in the planning of a target event at all. Finally, the use
of groups rather than a single individual provides the opportunity for enough information
to be generated during the experimental session to examine the techniques of interest, the
Scharff Technique and its Army Field Manual equivalent, the File and Dossier Approach.
In paradigms such as the cheating paradigm described previously, the number of details
generated may be sufficient for the study of HUMINT interrogation in general, but it may
not be possible to generate the number of details necessary for the illusion-building
component of the Scharff Technique.
Isolation and separation. As alluded to earlier, another factor important in
providing a more realistic setting for the study of interrogation, and the final variable to
be examined in the current research, is isolation. Police interrogations notably employ
methods meant to manipulate suspects' sense of autonomy through physical isolation and
loss of control (Kassin et al., 2010; Leo, 1996a). Isolation has been used historically as an
indoctrination and interrogation tactic (Romero, 1985; Farber, Harlow, & West, 1957), as
a means of cutting detainees off from individuals who share similar beliefs and goals, and

33

as a means of creating a general sense of dependence on one's captors. The physical
isolation of a source may lead to feelings of increased anxiety, which then advance the
goal of interrogators in posing as the detainee's only source of help or aid (Army Field
Manual, 2-22.3). In the context of detainment of enemy Prisoners of War, analysis of the
prevalence of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder and self-reported subjection to physical and
psychological methods of torture, psychological methods of stressing detainees were
found to be equivalently impactful to physical methods (Başoğlu, Livanou, & Crnobarić,
2007). Although so-called "enhanced interrogation" techniques such as sensory
deprivation and the use of stress positioning are no longer condoned by the US military,
separation from family, friends, and fellow detainees remains acceptable in some
circumstances, and prolonged isolation is also condoned provided that authorization is
obtained first (Army Field Manual, 2-22.3).
The Army Field Manual specifically states that separation can be used when a
source who possesses valuable intelligence must be prevented from contact with other
detainees. A lack of separation may allow sources to provide to provide information to
other detainees that can be used for counter-resistance or to add to deceptive cover stories
for sources who have not yet been interrogated. Separation, a restricted interrogation
technique, is also authorized for use when standard interrogative approaches fail and is
said to decrease resistance to interrogation by increasing both the anxiety felt by the
source and the need for human interaction, even if that interaction is with an interrogator
or interpreter. Although the use of separation as outlined in the Army Field Manual is
interesting in its own right, the Army Field Manual description refers to periods of
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isolation lasting up to 30 days or more. The current proposal relates to the use of isolation
in a much more limited manner.
In a survey of police beliefs and practices, Kassin et al. (2007) found that isolation
and separation of criminal suspects was the most commonly used tactic across a sample
of 631 police investigators. In fact, the use of isolation was more common than many
tactics that are popularly focused on in the literature (see Kassin et al., 2010), such as
confrontation with evidence, minimization, appeals to self-interest, and rapport-building,
with two thirds of participants stating that isolation is "always" used and only 2% of
participants stating that isolation was “never” used. As such, recommendations for the
isolation of suspects in an attempt to manipulate feelings of anxiety and perceptions of
the interrogator are an inherent part of both law enforcement (Inbau, Reid, Buckley, &
Jayne, 2001) and military (Army Field Manual, 2-22.3) interrogations. While the use of
prolonged isolation should not be condoned, it is important to understand the effect of
minimal isolation on interrogation outcomes. This is particularly true for HUMINT
contexts, as small cells of individuals in custodial settings must necessarily be separated
for later interrogation. In addition, group separation provides a valuable opportunity for
interrogators to use their previous interrogations with other group members as leverage
for subsequent interrogations by noting, and perhaps pointing out, inconsistencies and
conflicting information provided across interrogations with different sources.
For example, in the few studies that have been conducted in order to examine true
and false statements of intention among pairs, triads, or quartets of individuals,
participants are asked to plan together and then separated for interrogation (e.g., Granhag,
Oleszkiewicz, & Kleinman, 2016; Sooniste, Granhag, Strömwall , & Vrij, 2016). It is
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unclear whether separation had any effect on participant behavior because the length of
time participants waited for their interrogation is not described or systematically
examined. It is reasonable to predict however, that individuals who are interrogated after
longer periods of isolation may feel more anxious than individuals who are interrogated
after shorter periods of isolation, as they have more time to think about the questioning
and worry about its purpose and consequences. If individuals possess relevant or guilty
knowledge, they may also feel anxious over decisions regarding how they will
strategically approach the interrogation, particularly if other group members may have
already been questioned. Alternatively, it could be that individuals who have more time
in isolation are able to develop more effective Counter-Interrogation Strategies, thus
better preparing them to engage in resistance strategies such as misleading and
withholding during the interrogation.
Objectives of the Current Study
Given the literature reviewed above, the current study aims to address several
gaps. While the modified cheating paradigm (Evans et al., 2013; 2014) is an excellent
first step in the study of HUMINT interrogation, the number of details generated in the
Evans paradigm may still be insufficient for highly realistic examination of elicitation,
especially when using methods that require building an illusion of full knowledge. The
most empirically well-supported method of elicitation, the Scharff Technique, relies on
such illusion-building. Approaches such as the Scharff Technique are not possible to
study if the interrogator does not have enough information to summarize or to provide a
basis for the initial illusion-building phase and subsequent confirmation/disconfirmation
claims. It is also vital to address the gap in the literature regarding the use of role-playing
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versus psychologically realistic paradigms in the study of Scharff interrogations by
assessing the presence of convergent validity. While the Scharff Technique has proven
itself to be remarkably effective at elicitation in comparison to the Direct questioning
approach to interrogation, it has been evaluated solely through the use of a singular roleplaying paradigm. The question of whether the role-playing method of study is sufficient
as a basis for training real-world practitioners remains unanswered. Although it is
believed that role-playing participants will vary from participants engaged in a
psychologically realistic event on dimensions such as interrogation strategy and
motivation, the Scharff Technique should result in similar benefits in terms of
information gain and elicitation outcomes if it is as effective as the previous research
suggests.
Previously, the Scharff Technique has only been compared to interrogations
consisting of open-ended and direct/cued questions (i.e., a Direct Approach). If the
Scharff Technique is meant to further the goal of elicitation through prevention of
Counter-Interrogation Strategies such as withholding and repetition of previously stated
information, its effectiveness at accomplishing this end must be directly compared to
other methods aimed at doing the same. In addition to providing a novel and realistic
paradigm, the current study will compare the Scharff Technique and Direct Approach
interrogations to a previously untested-Army Field Manual approach that is also meant to
convey an illusion of knowing-it-all, the File and Dossier approach. The inclusion of the
File and Dossier approach also serves an additional purpose by adding to the work
conducted by Evans et al. (2014) and Duke et al. (2018) of testing methods from the
Army Field Manual. Currently endorsed HUMINT interrogation approaches set forth by
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the United States government have been in use without regard to their lack of empirical
testing. In high-stakes contexts like those inherent in terror attacks, it is vital that the most
effective methods possible are used. Given previous highly publicized abuses of
detainees at United States government run facilities (e.g., Abu Ghraib) regarding
‘enhanced’ interrogation techniques (e.g., waterboarding, stress positioning), it is equally
vital to balance the need to obtain valuable intelligence information with humane and
ethical interrogative approaches that may be vastly more reliable. Finally, the current
study will examine the impact of pre-questioning isolation (a commonly used tactic) on
source behavior.
Hypotheses
We predict several findings to result from the current study. In terms of the effects
of the interrogation approach variable, the Scharff Technique and the File and Dossier
approach are expected to result in a greater amount of new information gathered from the
sources compared to the Direct Approach (Hypothesis 1). However, participants in the
File and Dossier Approach condition are expected to outperform those interrogated using
the Scharff Technique and Direct Approach in the elicitation of total overall information
(Hypothesis 2). Participants in the Scharff Technique and File and Dossier approach
conditions are expected to estimate that the interviewer holds more information prior to
the interrogation in comparison to the Direct Approach interrogation condition
(Hypothesis 3). Participants in the Scharff Technique should underestimate their
information contribution while participants in the Direct Approach and File and Dossier
Approach conditions should not (Hypothesis 4). The File and Dossier Approach contains
an illusion-building component similar to that of the Scharff Technique, but also involves
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the use of questions. This may lead participants to perceive gaps in the knowledge of
interrogator as the illusion-building relies more on props (the Dossier) than extensive
utterances by the interrogator. The Scharff Technique is predicted to outperform both the
Direct Approach and File and Dossier Approach in obscuring the information objectives
of the interrogator (Hypothesis 5). Specifically, participants interrogated using an
approach that contains statements rather than questions (the Scharff Technique) should
have a more difficult time determining the information objectives of the interrogator
compared to sources interrogated with approaches that employ the use of direct questions
(Direct Approach and File and Dossier Approach).
Lastly, because isolation and separation are used to prevent coordination and
facilitate a sense of reliance on the interrogator, I expect that participants who are
interrogated later (i.e., after a longer delay) will differ in their perceptions of their own
information contribution and the perceived knowledgeability of the interrogator from
those who are interrogated earlier (Hypothesis 6). Namely, participants interrogated last
should perceive the interrogator as more knowledgeable by virtue of their having spoken
to other participants first. As a result, sources should also perceive themselves as having
given less new information when interrogated later as opposed to earlier.

III.

METHOD

Design. The current study conformed to a 3 (Interrogation Approach: Direct
Approach vs. Scharff Technique vs. File and Dossier Approach) x 4 (Interrogation Order:
First vs. Second vs. Third vs. Fourth) between-subjects design. Note that while up to four
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participants could sign up per session, most groups consisted of only two to three real
participants and a confederate.
Participants. Participants were recruited from the student body at Florida
International University. A total of 166 participants were recruited. After excluding
participants who did not complete the full session (n = 2) and those who did not consent
to have their recordings used (n = 3), the final sample for the current study consisted of
161 participants. The majority of participants were female (n = 115; male n= 46) and
Hispanic (n = 100). The remaining participants identified as African-American (n = 31),
Caucasian (n = 14), Asian (n = 8), or ‘Other’ (n = 8). More than half of participants
identified as native English-speakers (n = 84); the remainder of participants identified as
native Spanish-speakers (n= 63), Creole speakers (n = 9) or ‘Other’ (n = 5), including
French and Arabic. Nearly two-thirds of participants spoke more than one language (n =
103). Participants were asked to rate their English fluency on a scale of 1 (Not at all
Proficient) to 7 (Fluent). Three participants provided a rating lower than 5 and no
participant provided a rating of 1. Fluency ratings were generally high (M = 6.76, SD =
.69).
Most participants considered themselves either politically moderate (n = 62) or
liberal (n = 63). Only 16 participants identified as politically conservative while 19 stated
that they were undecided and one participant did not list their political views. Similarly, a
large number of participants affiliated themselves with the Democratic party (n = 66) or
were undecided (n = 41). The remainder of participants affiliated as Independent (n =
24), Republican (n = 21), Libertarian (n = 3) or Other (n= 6; e.g., “no affiliation,” green
party). The majority of participants stated that they did not volunteer (“No”; n = 115) or
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have interest in larger social issues (“No”; n = 80). Of the participants who did have an
interest in various social issues, 17 specifically stated interest in either environmental or
animal rights issues. Of these, ten participants explicitly mentioned that they engage in
volunteer work focusing on either animal rights or environmental issues.
Materials and Procedure
Phase 1. Phase 1 consisted of a short online survey administered via Qualtrics
that participants completed prior to the in-person Phase 2 session. The Qualtrics survey
consisted of an informed consent page and several questionnaires aimed at general
personality characteristics in addition to several scales meant to measure both risk-taking
behavior and hostility (see Appendix A). The scales completed by participants consisted
of: the big five personality inventory (Goldberg, 1992); the partial DOSPERT riskattitudes scale (Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002; Blais & Weber, 2006); and the Buss-Durkee
Hostility Inventory (Buss & Durkee, 1957). The purpose of Phase 1 was to gather
information to increase the believability of the illusion-building process in the Scharff
and File and Dossier Interrogation conditions as both interrogation approaches require
some basis for holding relevant information prior to questioning. For example, in the
illusion-building phase of the Scharff Technique the interrogator stated that “people who
are high in neuroticism and low in conscientiousness” (factors measured by the Big Five)
tend to be involved in “these kinds of things” more often. Because the survey materials
administered in Phase 1 were only used as a means of leverage during the File and
Dossier Approach interrogations, it will not be discussed further throughout the
remainder of the dissertation.
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Phase 2. Phase 2 consisted of an approximately 2 hour long in-person study
session. Recruitment materials contained a cover story which told participants that the
purpose of the study was to examine group dynamics among college students. Participant
sign-ups allowed for up to four participants per group. One study confederate, a member
of the research team, was also present at each session and completed all tasks completed
by participants with the exception of the interrogation and post-interrogation measures.
Throughout the experimental session the trained confederate participant gave a set of
scripted lines, and later served as the person of interest during the interrogation (see
Appendix B for the full confederate script). Total group size could therefore have ranged
from a pair (one actual participant and one confederate) to five individuals (four actual
participants and one confederate), depending on how many people signed up for the
session.
Upon arrival to the study session participants and confederates were given a
consent form and asked to complete demographic forms. All group members were
assigned a chronological group number on a per group basis as well as an individual
letter corresponding to their randomly assigned interrogation order to create a unique
participant identifier. For example, the identifier ‘60A’ would refer to the individual
interrogated first in the sixtieth session to be run.
Subsequent to completing the initial demographics forms, the experimenter
reminded the participants that the purpose of the study was to investigate group dynamics
among college students when discussing controversial issues and asked the participants to
introduce themselves to the group by sharing some basic information about themselves
(major, year in school, hobbies, etc.). Following introductions, participants were told that
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they would then complete a short team-building activity in order to get to know each
other better and to facilitate comfort during the eventual group discussion portion. The
experimenter gave instructions for the activity and subsequently left the room. The group
activity was a short game entitled “Truth or Lies” in which each participant had to make
three statements about themselves to the group- two true statements and one false
statement- and the other group members were asked to guess which of the three
statements were the lie. During the activity, the confederate delivered three scripted
statements: 1) that they volunteer at a wildlife rehabilitation center (purportedly true); 2)
that they are going to the everglades the following weekend to attend an event with a few
friends (purportedly true); and 3) that they have traveled to 30 different countries (lie).
While participants were waiting for the experimenter to re-enter the room, the
confederate reminded participants that they were traveling to Everglades National Park
with friends the following weekend and asked if anyone had ever rented (or knew how to
rent) a car and specifically stated that they would likely need a van because a large
number of people would be going and they would also be bringing ‘equipment.’ The
confederate’s aside regarding vehicle rental was included to restate the basis (unspecified
event) for later questioning, increasingly the likelihood that participants would remember
the information.
After the group activity was completed, participants were given a list of the group
discussion questions (Appendix C) and were told that they needed to answer the
discussion questions individually before the discussion begins to gauge the impact of
group discussion on people’s beliefs. Participants were told that they should not write
their names or identification numbers on the form, so that their responses remained
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anonymous, and were given approximately ten minutes to respond to all questions. There
were five group discussion questions in total, regarding topics focused on moral and
ethical issues including: student lending (neutral question); single vs. third party health
insurance policies; culling of overpopulated animal species (deer); breed specific
legislation for dogs; and driverless car programming. After providing individual
responses to the discussion questions the experimenter entered the room and informed
participants that the group discussion could begin after the group elected a moderator for
the discussion. The experimenter informed the participants that the moderator would
ensure that every group member responded to each question, that group members did not
speak over one another, and that group members were respectful of one another’s
opinion. Regardless of whether other group members volunteered to serve as moderator,
the study confederate was always chosen. The experimenter then handed the confederate
a list of the same discussion questions previously answered by participants individually,
told participants that they would need to spend 30 minutes discussing, and exited the
room. Participants were not required to write anything on the group discussion form (held
by moderator/confederate) and were simply required to discuss aloud. The group
discussion was not recorded.
During the discussion, the confederate made several more scripted statements that
served as key details during the later interrogation portion of the study (again, refer to
Appendix B for the full confederate script). In total, the confederate gave 30 details over
the course of the study session, nine of which were specifically related to the ‘event’
participants would later be questioned about. First, the confederate responded to the
healthcare question by saying that the issue was personal to them because they have a
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family member with a serious illness for whom healthcare coverage has not been
adequate. The purpose of discussing a personal hardship was to create sympathy for the
confederate so that participants were motivated to refrain from fully disclosing all
information given by the confederate (i.e., refrain from “telling on” the confederate)
during the interrogation phase. Relevant to the event of interest was a question asking
about the morality of culling animal populations in response to overpopulation. Here, the
confederate responded that it is “not right” to kill animals simply because people would
like to live in the area and stated that animals are continuously in danger as a result of
human activity. The confederate went on to describe an oil company that was attempting
to obtain rights to drill for oil in the Everglades, an area with several critically
endangered species of deer. Finally, the confederate showed increasing agitation in
regards to animal rights and became increasingly agitated over the subsequent topic
regarding whether breed specific legislation blocking certain dog breeds from public
areas is morally permissible or different from discrimination against certain groups of
people.
After approximately 25 minutes, the discussion was interrupted by the
experimenter who stated that there was ‘an issue’ with the study and the session needed
to end immediately. The experimenter additionally stated that the ‘issue’ was related to
something that had been written on participants individual discussion forms and that the
lab manager wanted to speak with each participant alone. Participants were then led to
separate rooms to wait for the interrogator (i.e., the lab manager) who randomly assigned
each participant to one of the three Interrogation Approach conditions. The first
participant was interrogated no sooner than 5 minutes after separation. All interrogations
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were recorded using an audio recorder hidden in the pocket or bag of the interrogator.
Immediately after the interrogation, participants were asked by the interrogator to wait in
the hallway until the experimenter came with further instructions.
For sessions in which the full team of four Research Assistants were available, a
second study confederate probed for suspicion while the participant waited. Suspicion
probe confederates, posing as real participants who had arrived early for the next
scheduled session, asked participants (n= 93) a series of questions regarding the
procedure and purpose of the study and then provided a rating of the level of suspicion of
each participant on a scale ranging from 1 (Not at all Suspicious) to 7 (Extremely
Suspicious). Following the suspicions probe, the original study confederate returned to
partially debrief the participant and asked a series of questions. During debriefing,
participants were asked what they thought consequences of talking/not talking with the
interrogator would be. Participants additionally provided three ratings on a scale of 1
(Not at all Believable ) to 10 (Extremely Believable) regarding: the believability of the
claim that a student had made a threat; the believability that there would be consequences
for the student who had made the threat; the believability that there would be
consequences for the participant if the student who had made the threat was not
discovered. Following the debriefing participants completed a series of questionnaires
and ratings.
Initial ratings (see Appendix D) asked participants to rate the other group
members and moderator/confederate (e.g., likeability) and several dimensions of the
discussion including how interesting and engaging the discussion was on a scale from 1
(Not at all) to 7 (Very).
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Post-Interrogation Measures
Following group ratings, participants were asked to rate the interrogation itself on
several dimensions (Appendix E). Each elicitation measure (e.g., subjective information
contribution, knowledgeability of interrogator, ease of understanding interrogator
information objectives) was measured via scaled ratings ranging from 1 to 7. In addition,
participants were asked to rate additional dimensions including: how helpful the
participant felt; and how honest the participant was; importance of information
contributed. Again, participants rated these dimensions on a scale of 1 (Not at all/low) to
7 (Very/High). Participants also responded to multiple choice questions regarding: the
attitude of the interrogator (Bored, Friendly, Businesslike, Other); whether they had used
any strategy during the interrogation; whether or not they had lied (Yes/No); whether
they been deceptive by directly changing details (Yes/No); and whether they had left out
information (Yes/No). Participants also received two open-ended questions regarding
strategy and deception. If participants responded ‘Yes’ when asked whether they had a
strategy for the interrogation they were asked to describe the strategy. If participants
selected ‘Yes’ when asked if they had been deceptive in any way other than those listed
above, participants were asked to describe how they had been deceptive.
Post-Interrogation Checklists
All details given in the confederate script throughout the entirety of the session
were arranged into checklist format and categorized as either background or eventrelevant details. After rating interrogation and interrogator dimensions, participants were
presented with a checklist (Appendix F) which instructed them to select each detail they
had given to the interrogator during the interrogation. After completing this checklist,
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participants were presented with the exact same checklist (Appendix G) but were asked
to select all the details they believed the interrogator knew prior to the interrogation.
Interrogations
During the interrogation, the interrogator started by informing the participant that
a member of the group wrote something threatening in response to the question on deer
culling, which mentioned plans to attend an event involving a potentially destructive or
illegal protest. Each interrogation, regardless of assigned approach condition, followed a
single formula. After greeting the participant and informing them of the threatening
statement, interrogators provided an open-ended opportunity to provide information
either by asking directly (“is there anything else you can tell me about this?”)(Direct
Approach; File and Dossier Approach) or stating that the participant should tell them
anything they know (Sharff Technique Approach). Following the initial opportunity to
contribute, each interrogation approach focused on three target pieces of information:
location of the protest event; when the protest event might occur; and group
membership/organization of the protest event. Following the focus on the three key
details, the interrogator provided one last opportunity for the participant to provide
additional information and then informed the participant that the research team may be in
further contact with them in the future about the incident.
Direct Approach
Direct Approach interrogations (see Appendix H) began with a brief summary of
the threat made and followed the aforementioned formula. Target details were addressed
by asking the participant specific, cued questions in a direct manner. If participants
provided no response, responded “I don’t know,” or provided a vague response, the
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interrogator re-stated the question more firmly a second time. If the participant provided a
vague or non-informative response a second time, the interrogator moved to the next
portion of the interrogation. Throughout the Direct Approach interrogation, interrogators
were trained to deliver the script in a straightforward and businesslike manner.
Interrogators were instructed to refrain from being overtly friendly.
File and Dossier Approach
The File and Dossier Approach was based on the description provided in the
Army Field Manual. The initial portion of the F/D Approach (see Appendix I) contained
an illusion-building phase similar to that in the Scharff Technique. The interrogation
began with the interrogator arriving with a large binder full of paper. The binder was
filled with participant forms filled out by the confederate and members of the research
team in order to make the binder appear full of information on participants. The binder
was additionally labeled with sections such as “education” and “participant background”
which were visible to all participants. The interrogator began by explaining the
threatening statement and then stated that they had already talked to other participants.
Following this statement, the interrogator stated that he/she believed they already knew
everything they needed to know from speaking to the other participants but invited the
participant to add any additional information. The next phase of the interrogation
consisted of an attempt by the interrogator to reinforce the assertion that the interrogator
was highly knowledgeable prior to the interrogation. The reinforcement of interrogator
knowledgeability was accomplished by questioning participants on information from the
participants demographic form. In between each question, the interrogator flipped to a
new (random) section of the binder. Throughout the interrogation the interrogator
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continued to appear to shift through the binder as if looking up information. In response
to target questions, the interrogator provided a response that indicated that they did not
believe the participant was being truthful (“Are you sure about that? That’s now what the
other participants said.”). At the conclusion of the interrogation, the interrogator provided
a final opportunity for the participant to add additional information and informed the
participant that they may be contacted again in the future. Throughout the interrogation,
the interrogator was instructed to appear bored, as if the interrogation was a formality.
Scharff Technique Approach
Interrogators using the Scharff Technique Approach (Appendix J) were instructed
to take a friendly and conversational tone throughout the interrogation, which began with
a summary of the threat that was made. Interrogators then stated that they held quite a bit
of information from speaking with other participants and from the forms and surveys
completed by the participants. Specifically, the interrogator reminded participants that
they had taken an online survey prior to the in-person session (i.e., Phase 1) and indicated
that the scores of participants indicated who the threatening individual was. The
interrogator additionally used this information to describe the “type” of person that would
make such a threat based on the Phase 1 survey data and stated that the participant who
made the threat was likely involved in activism. Following the initial illusion-building
phase, the Scharff interrogator stated that the participant was welcome to add any
additional information they had. The interrogator then moved on to the
confirmation/disconfirmation phase. The interrogator made three statements concerning
the target details, after each statement the interrogator paused to give the participant the
opportunity to confirm or disconfirm the statements. Following the
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confirmation/disconfirmation statements, the interrogator provided a final statement
inviting the participant to add any additional information and informed the participant
that they may be contacted by the research team in the future.
Inter-rater Reliability. Interrogation recordings were transcribed and scored to
obtain an objective measure of information contribution (as opposed to the participants
subjective perceptions of the information they provided). Scoring criteria were defined as
the individual details that were contained in the confederate study session script and thus
24 total details could have been provided during participant interrogations. As such, the
individual details that could be scored, directly matched the checklist details provided to
participants in order to obtain their subjective perception of the details they had
contributed during the interrogation. A primary scorer coded all cases while a secondary
scorer independently coded a randomly selected set of 30% of all responses. Interrater
reliability for objective detail contribution was high (kappa = .85-1.00) and disagreement
among the scorers was resolved through discussion.
New details
New details were defined as those not contained in the Scharff Technique (see
Appendix J) illusion-building phase because this approach, in theory, consists of a
summary of known information. Confirmation/disconfirmation statements and other
target variables were not counted as ‘known’ as field interrogations using this approach
use unknown information for this portion. New detail totals consisted of a summation of
the details which were uttered by participants during the interrogation but not uttered by
the interrogator during the illusion-building phase of the Scharff Technique, regardless of
which Interrogation Approach was used during the interrogation. The Scharff Technique
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script contained 3 background details from the confederate discussion script (The person
of interest is: (1) an activist; (2) interested in animal rights; (3) concerned with
environmental activism) and two event-relevant details (the ‘event’ is: (1) related to a
company; (2) the related to environmental activism) and these were not counted toward
new detail totals.
IV.

RESULTS

Unless otherwise specified all analyses consist of a 3 (Interrogation Approach:
Direct vs. File and Dossier vs. Scharff Technique) x 4 (Interrogation Order: First vs.
Second vs. Third vs. Fourth) between subjects Analysis of Variance. Preliminary results
(e.g., group characteristics, level of suspicion) include means collapsed across conditions
except where Interrogation Approach or Interrogation Order had significant effects. All
post hoc testing used a Bonferroni correction. Note, because conditions were randomly
assigned and group sizes varied depending on participant sign-ups, sample sizes differed
across both Interrogation Approach and Interrogation Order conditions (Table 1).
Preliminary Analyses: Group and Participant-Specific Outcomes
All participant and group ratings were given on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7
(Strongly Agree) scale (Table 2). Participants found the group discussion to be engaging
(M= 6.48, SD = 0.91), their group-mates interesting (M = 6.39, SD = 0.99), and rated
themselves as highly motivated (M = 6.52, SD = 0.87) regardless of condition. There was
no effect of Interrogation Approach (c2(2) = 2.88, p = .24), Interrogation Order (c2(3) =
4.67, p = .20) or Group Size (c2(3) = 1.04, p = .79), on whether or not participants felt
they had enough information to be successful during the interview. Finally, participants
were asked to classify the demeanor of the interrogator in order to examine whether
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interviewers matched the tone prescribed by each Interrogation Approach. Interrogation
Approach had a marginally significant impact on classifications of interrogator demeanor
(c2(6) = 12.09, p = .06) with participants classifying interrogators as ‘Businesslike’ in the
Direct condition (n = 31; 48.4%), as ‘Friendly’ in the Scharff Technique condition (n =
19; 52.8%), and as ‘Businesslike’ in the File and Dossier condition (n = 24; 43.6%) or
‘Bored’ (n= 4). Participants had the option to classify interrogator demeanor as not
belonging to any of the provided categories (‘Other’), however, these responses were not
analyzed further (Direct (n= 15; 23.4%); Scharff Technique (n= 6; 16.7%); File and
Dossier (n= 8; 14.5%)).
Participants (n = 93) were rated by suspicion probe confederates on a scale of 1
(Not at all Suspicious) to 7 (Highly Suspicious) scale. Participants expressed a low level
of suspicion generally (M = 2.49, SD = 1.64), regardless of Interrogation Approach
condition (F(2, 93) = 0.55, p = .58, !"# = .02) or Interrogation Order (F(3, 93) = 1.67, p =
0.18, !"# = .07). All participants were questioned regarding level of belief as to the study
claims during the debriefing phase on a scale ranging from 1 (Not at all Believable) to 10
(Extremely Believable). Specifically, participants were asked how believable the
following claims were: a) that a student had made a threatening statement (M = 5.14, SD
= 3.17); b) that there would be consequences for the student who made the statement (M
= 6.15, SD = 3.17); and c) that there would be consequences to the participant if the
identity of the student who made the threat was not discovered (M = 3.47, SD = 2.97). A
4 x 3 between-subjects analysis of variance was used to examine the effect of
Interrogation Approach and Interrogation Order on level of believability of the central
claims of the study. These ratings did not differ as a function of Interrogation Approach
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(a: F(2,159) = 0.28, p = .75, !"# = .004; b: F(2,159) = 0.70, p = .50; !"# = .01; c: F(2,159)
= 3.63, p = .03, !"# = .05) or as a function of Interrogation Order (a: F(3,159) = 1.12, p =
.35, !"# = .03; b: F(3,159) = 0.48, p = .70, !"# =.01; c: F(3,159) = 1.74, p = .16, !"# = .04.
Because removing cases of highly suspicious participants had no effect on the outcome of
results, highly suspicious participants are not excluded in the following analyses.
Elicitation Outcomes
Difficulty Determining Information Objectives.
On a 1 (Extremely Easy) to 7 (Extremely Difficult) scale, participants generally
found it moderately easy to determine the information objectives of the interviewer (M =
3.18, SD = 1.93) but the effect of Interrogation Approach was marginally significant
(F(2,153) = 2.90, p = .06, !"# = .04). Post-hoc comparisons indicated that participants in
the Direct Approach condition (M = 3.48, SD = 1.85) reported significantly more
difficulty than participants in the Scharff Technique condition (M = 2.34, SD = 1.53, p=
.02), but not participants in the File and Dossier Approach condition (M = 3.36, SD =
2.11, p = .94). Participants in the Scharff Technique condition found it significantly
easier to determine interrogator information objectives than participants in the File and
Dossier Approach condition (p= .047). There was no effect of Interrogation Order
(F(3,154)= 0.36, p = .78, !"# = .01) and no interaction between Interrogation Approach
and Interrogation Order (F(6,154) = 1.00, p = .43, !"# = .05).
Interrogator knowledge. The remaining sections of this chapter are based on data
obtained from post-interrogation checklists and scored interrogation transcripts. Both
objective and subjective measures differentiated between background information, event-
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relevant information, and total information. For a complete account of all postinterrogation scale ratings, refer to Table 3.
Total details. Interrogation Approach significantly affected the number of details
participants perceived the interrogator held prior to the interrogation (F(2, 159) = 9.29, p
< .001, !"# = .12). Participants interviewed using the Direct Approach (M = 3.26, SD =
3.62) did not differ from participants interrogated using the File and Dossier Approach
(M = 5.76, SD = 4.52, p = .33). However, participants interrogated using the Scharff
Technique (M = 7.93, SD = 5.87) perceived interrogators to hold more total information
prior to the interrogation when compared to both Direct Approach (p < .001) and File and
Dossier Approach participants (p < .001). There was no significant effect of Interrogation
Order (F(3, 159) = 0.14, p = .93, !"# = .03) and no interaction between Interrogation
Approach and Interrogation Order (F(6, 159) = 1.75, p = .11, !"# = .07).
Event-relevant details. Interrogation Approach significantly affected the number
of Event-Relevant details participants believed the interrogator held prior to the
interrogation (F(2, 159) = 13.73, p < .001, !"# =.17). As with total details, participants
interrogated using a Direct Approach (M = 1.29, SD = 1.86) did not differ from
participants interrogated using the File and Dossier Approach (M = 2.18, SD = 2.13, p =
1.00). However, participants interrogated using the Scharff Technique (M = 4.10, SD =
3.50) believed the interrogator held significantly more Event-Relevant details prior to the
interrogation compared to participants interrogated using the Direct Approach and the
File and Dossier Approach (ps < .001). There was no effect of Interrogation Order (F(3,
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159) = 0.11, p = .96, !"# = .002). There was a no interaction between Interrogation
Approach and Interrogation Order (F(6, 159) = 1.67, p = .13, !"# = ..06).
Subjective Information Contribution
For the subjective detail contribution checklist, the proportion of total details (i.e.,
summation of background and event-relevant details) marked by participants, and of
event-relevant details selected (location of the event), were analyzed, representing the
“subjective” measure of information contribution. These measures were analyzed using 3
x 4 analyses of variance. Means and standard deviations for subjective estimates of
interrogation information contribution and objective contribution measures are listed in
Table 4.
Total details. Interrogation Approach had no impact on the total number of
details participants estimated that they had given during the interrogation (F(2,159) =
1.29, p =.28, !"# = .02). There was no effect of Interrogation Order (F(3,159)= 0.16, p =
.92, !"# = .004) and no interaction between Interrogation Approach and Interrogation
Order (F(6,159) = 0.92, p = .48, !"# = .04).
Event-relevant details. Interrogation Approach did not significantly influence
the number of event-relevant details participants believed they gave during the
interrogation (F(2,159) = 2.03, p = .14, !"# = .03). There was no effect of Interrogation
Order (F(3, 159) = .03, p = .99, !"# = .001) on estimates and no interaction between
Interrogation Approach and Interrogation Order (F(6,159)= 0.99, p = .44, !"# = .04).
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Source Disclosures
Scored interview transcripts were used to examine the number of actual details
participants gave during the interrogation and as a basis for assessing the accuracy of
participant’s estimates of their own disclosures.
Objective information contribution
Total details were assessed via scoring of interrogation transcripts and using a 3 x
4 between-subjects analysis of variance. Again, I distinguish between total details given
overall (background details plus event-relevant details) and details specific to the event
(event-relevant details).
Total details. Across conditions, sources gave an average of 1.06 details overall
(SD = 1.71). Interrogation Approach had a significant effect on the total number of details
participants gave during the interrogation (F(2, 157 ) = 9.15, p < .001, !"# = .12 )(see
Table 4). Participants interrogated using the Scharff Technique gave significantly more
information overall than participants in both the Direct (p < .001) and File and Dossier
Approach conditions (p = .003). Participants in the File and Dossier Approach and Direct
Approach conditions did not differ in the number of total details they gave (p = 1.00).
The effect of Interrogation Order was not significant (F(3, 157) = 0.51, p = .68, !"# =
.012). There was no interaction between Interrogation Approach and Interrogation Order
(F(6, 157) = 1.04, p = .40, !"# = .05).
Event-relevant details. Participants gave an average of 0.71 event-relevant
details across conditions (SD = 1.71). Interrogation Approach had a significant effect on
the number of event-relevant details participants gave (F(2, 157 ) = 6.61, p = .002, !"# =
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.09). Participant-sources in the Scharff Technique Interrogation Approach condition gave
significantly more event-relevant details than participants in the Direct (p < .001) and File
and Dossier Approach conditions ( p= .001) conditions, which did not differ from one
another (p = 1.00). There was no effect of Interrogation Order (F(3, 157) = 0.54, p = .65,
!"# = .01). Additionally, there was no interaction between Interrogation Order and
Interrogation Approach (F(6, 157) = 0.84 p = .54, !"# = .04).
Subjective vs Objective Information Contribution
A series of mixed effects analyses of variance were run in order to examine the
accuracy of participant estimates of their own information contribution (i.e., from the
checklist) by comparing participants’ subjective estimates of their own disclosures to the
objective (i.e., scored via interrogation transcripts) measures. Interrogation Approach and
Interrogation Order were used as between-subjects variables while participant estimates
(checklist) and scored (objective) detail counts were compared as a within-subjects
variable (Estimate Accuracy).
Total details. Participants generally were inaccurate in the estimates they gave
for their own information contribution (F(1, 144) = 26.87, p < .001, !"# = .16). Overall,
participants estimated that they had given more details in total (M = 2.77, SD = 3.49) than
they actually had (M = 1.04, SD = 1.71). There was no interaction between Estimate
Accuracy and Interrogation Approach (F(2, 144) = 0.90, p = .41 , !"# = .01) or between
Estimate Accuracy and Interrogation Order (F(3, 144) = 0.19, p = 0.90, !"# = .004). The
three-way interaction between Estimate Accuracy, Interrogation Order, and Interrogation
Approach was also non-significant (F(6, 144) = 0.96, p = .47, !"# = .04) There was a main
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effect of Interrogation Approach (F(2, 144)= 3.77, p=.02, !"# = .06). Specifically, means
were higher for participants interrogated using the Scharff technique compared to
participants in the File and Dossier Approach (p = .05) and the Direct Approach
condition (p = .07), although this effect was marginal. Participants who were interrogated
using the File and Dossier Approach performed similarly when compared to those in the
Direct Approach condition (p = 1.00). There was no main effect of Interrogation Order
(F(3, 144) .44, p=.73, !"# = .01) and no interaction between Interrogation Order and
Interrogation Approach (F(6, 144)= .73, p= .62, !"# = .03).
Event-relevant details. Analysis of the accuracy of participants’ event-relevant
information contribution estimation via mixed model analysis of variance suggested that
participants, again, overestimated their information contribution (F(1, 144 ) = 6.22, p =
.01, !"# = .04). There was no interaction between Interrogation Approach and Estimate
Accuracy (F(2, 144)= 0.56, p= .57, !"# = .01) nor was there a significant interaction
between Estimate Accuracy and Interrogation Order (F(3, 144) = 0.03, p= .99, !"# =
.001). The three-way interaction between Estimate Accuracy, Interrogation Order, and
Interrogation Approach was also nonsignificant (F(6, 144) = 0.50, p= .81, !"# = .02).
There were no main effects of Interrogation Approach (F(2, 144) = 2.51, p= .09, !"# =
.03) or Interrogation Order (F(3, 144) = 0.80, p= 0.50, !"# = .02). The interaction between
the two was also not significant (F(3, 144) = .64, p=.71, !"# = .03).
New Details
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Details not included in the Scharff Technique interrogation script and target
details presented in the confirmation/disconfirmation statements were considered “new”
details. New details were analyzed using a 3 x 4 analysis of variance.
Total number of new details. Across conditions, participants gave a mean of
0.83 new details (SD = 1.44) overall. Interrogation Approach had a significant effect on
the elicitation of new details in total (F(2, 157) = 7.50, p = .001, !"# = .10). Participants
interrogated using the Scharff Technique (M = 1.68, SD = 1.53) gave significantly more
new details in total than participants interrogated using the Direct Approach (M = 0.55,
SD = 1.37, p < .001) and File and Dossier Approach (M = .60, SD = 1.26, p = .001).
Participants in the Direct and File and Dossier Approach conditions did not differ in the
total number of new details they gave (p = 1.00). Interrogation Order had no effect on the
elicitation of new details, overall, (F(3, 157) = 0.90, p = .44, !"# = .02) and there was no
interaction between Interrogation Approach and Interrogation Order (F(6, 157) = 1.19, p
= .32, !"# = .05).
New event-relevant details. Across conditions, participants gave an average of
0.68 new event-relevant details (SD = 1.24). Interrogation Approach had a significant
effect on the number of new event-relevant details elicited from sources (F(2, 157) =
10.38, p < .001, !"# = .14). Participants interrogated using the Scharff Technique (M =
1.50, SD = 1.31) gave significantly more new event-relevant information than sources
interrogated using the Direct Approach (M = 0.42, SD = 1.12, p < .001) condition and
File and Dossier Approach conditions (M = 0.44, SD = 1.08, p < .001). However, sources
interrogated using the Direct Approach and File and Dossier Approach did not differ in
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the number of new event-relevant details they provided (p = 1.00). There was no effect of
Interrogation Order (F(3, 157) = 0.65, p = .58, !"# = .02) on the number of new eventrelevant details elicited, nor was there an interaction between Interrogation Approach and
Interrogation Order (F(6, 157) = 1.11, p = .36, !"# = .05).
Deception
Only 7.10% of participants directly reported lying at some point during the
interview (n = 11) and only 2.00% of participants (n = 3) admitted to directly changing
details such as the location of the event. In contrast, over a quarter of participants
reported withholding or purposefully leaving out information (n = 43; 26.70%) and 24
(15.29%) participants reported that they had misled the interrogator by means other than
fabricating or leaving out information. The overall rate of self-reported deception
(fabrications plus withholding) did not differ as a function of Interrogation Approach
(c2(2) = 2.32, p = .31). Participants were deceptive at similar rates across the Direct
Approach (n = 17; 25.37%), Scharff Technique (n = 13; 31.71%) and File and Dossier
conditions (n = 21; 38.18%).
V.

DISCUSSION

The current study tested the efficacy of real-world intelligence collection
approaches by creating an entirely novel and highly psychologically realistic paradigm
that mimics many of the components inherent to the human intelligence collection
context. The current study also extended previous research by moving away from
realistic paradigms which are solely applicable to student populations and based in
cheating behavior. I predicted that both the Scharff Technique and the File and Dossier
approach would result in more new information compared to the Direct Approach
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interrogation (Hypothesis 1). This hypothesis was partially supported. While sources
interrogated using the Scharff technique gave more new information overall and more
new information specific to the event than those interrogated using the Direct Approach,
the File and Dossier Approach did not differ from the Direct Approach. Participants
interrogated using the File and Dossier Approach, however, were expected to outperform
the Scharff Technique and Direct Approach interrogations in the elicitation of total
overall information (Hypothesis 2). This hypothesis was also not supported. Again, a
similar trend emerged wherein sources interrogated using the Scharff technique provided
more information overall, and more information specific to the event compared to both
participants interrogated with the Direct and File and Dossier Approaches. In terms of
conversational norms and perspective-taking, the Scharff technique, and other futilitybased approaches, may be most effective when illusion-building leads sources to
overestimate interrogator knowledge. In this case, sources must share a reciprocal amount
of evidence-based information that parallels the quantity and quality of interrogator
utterances (Grice, 1975). Given that participants in the current study also experienced a
realistic negative event, it is also quite likely that many participants experienced negative
affect and were therefore more likely to adhere to all conversational maxims (Koch,
Forgas, & Matovic, 2013).
Based on previous research (e.g., Oleszkiewicz et al., 2017) and similarities
between the Scharff Technique and File and Dossier Approach, participants in these
conditions were expected to perceive the interrogator to be more knowledgeable prior to
the interrogation in comparison to those interrogated using the Direct Approach
(Hypothesis 3). This hypothesis was partially supported. Although participants
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interrogated using the Scharff Technique estimated that the interrogator held more
information than participants interrogated using the Direct approach prior to their
contributing information themselves, participants in the File and Dossier Approach did
not differ at all from those in the Direct Approach condition (and were seen as less
knowledgeable than those in the Scharff condition). Although participants interrogated
using the Scharff Technique estimated that the interrogator held more information prior
to their contributing information themselves, participants in the File and Dossier
Approach did not perceive the interrogator as more knowledgeable in comparison to
Scharff Technique participants. The File and Dossier Approach sources did not differ at
all from those in the Direct Approach condition.
The File and Dossier Approach operates under the premise that the interrogator
already possesses all known information through documentation whereas the Scharff
Technique relies on extensive recitation of both background and event information.
However, while both approaches operate under similar premises, they fundamentally
differ in the way they are delivered. The File and Dossier Approach requires the
interrogator to establish their knowledgeability by initially asking questions for which the
answer is known in order to establish truthfulness and build the illusion of knowing-it-all.
Participants did not directly report on their perceptions of the interrogation approaches
but it may be that another of the premises the Scharff Technique is built upon- that use of
direct questions cause sources to perceive gaps in interrogator knowledge- is correct.
Evidence for this can be seen in the fact that the Direct Approach and the File and
Dossier Approach were virtually indistinguishable in this measure despite the somewhat
extensive illusion-building phase of the latter. In fact, the two approaches performed
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similarly on nearly every measure. This could suggest that the avoidance of direct
questions in the Scharff technique is a key aspect of its success.
Participants were predicted to underestimate their own information contributions
to the interrogation when interviewed using the Scharff Technique while participants in
the Direct and File and Dossier Approach conditions should not (Hypothesis 4). This
hypothesis was not confirmed. While Interrogation Approach had no effect on the
accuracy of participant’s estimates, participants generally performed poorly overall in
terms of accurately estimating their own information contribution. In role-playing studies
on the Scharff technique, participants consistently have been found to underestimate their
own contribution whereas in the current study, no interrogation approach moderated
participants’ tendency to over/underestimate (everyone overestimated to a similar extent).
Future research should examine the degree to which different approaches affect the
ability to accurately recall the source of interrogative utterances (i.e., interrogator or
source) to determine why the Scharff Technique approach caused sources to
underestimate their contributions in role-playing (but not realistic) contexts. In addition,
it may be worthwhile to examine the role that understanding of one’s own cognitive
processes, and confidence in that assessment of understanding (i.e., metacognition), plays
in information management decisions as a function of interrogation approach.
As is theorized in previous research (e.g., Oleskiewicz et al., 2019), the lack of
questions inherent in the Scharff Technique should also cause participants to report
greater difficulty in determining interrogator information objectives compared to the two
question-based approaches- the Direct Approach and the File and Dossier Approach
(Hypothesis 5). This hypothesis was not supported. In contrast to previous research,
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participants in the Scharff condition reported significantly greater ease in determining
what information the interrogator sought in comparison to both the Direct and File and
Dossier Approach conditions. It may be that the sheer volume of information shared by
Scharff Technique interrogators led sources to believe that the interrogator already held
most, if not all, relevant information and therefore was not truly seeking any information
at all. Rather, they may have perceived that the purpose of questioning was simply to
ensure that all participants were spoken to as a matter of thoroughness or formality. The
apparent knowledgeability of the interrogator however, still lead participants interrogated
with the Scharff Technique to contribute more new information than sources interrogated
with the File and Dossier or Direct Approaches. It may be that, as previously stated (and
as proposed through the premises underlying the Scharff Technique), the appearance of
knowledgeability may lead sources to be less reluctant to share or confirm information
they assume is already ‘known’ (though they may continue to withhold information that
does not appear to be ‘known’ to the interrogator) particularly when participant’s believe
the interrogator’s information objectives are obvious.
Finally, because isolation/separation are customarily used to increase the sense of
anxiety felt by the source as they wait to find out what the interrogator will ask, I
predicted that participants who are interrogated later (i.e., after a longer delay) should
perceive the interrogator as more knowledgeable because they will have already spoken
to other participants. Sources should also feel more pressure to appear cooperative and
contribute more information as a result (Hypothesis 6). This hypothesis was not
supported; there were no differences in contribution as a function of interrogation
order/time spent in isolation. Many interrogation techniques, including those used by
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police, are meant to either increase or decrease the anxiety felt by the suspect or source.
The current study did not account for self-reported levels of anxiety or pressure but
instead examined information contribution. Future research examining both HUMINT
and criminal interrogation approaches should use measures of perceived pressure to
provide information and self-reported anxiety in order to determine whether these are
truly mechanisms through which information-management and contribution are
impacted.
The participants in the current study tended to refrain from deception, at least in
terms of self-report data, and instead often expressed a desire to be helpful and honest.
While it may have been true that participants who were more hesitant to share
information felt more comfortable doing so when they believed the interrogator already
held that information, a relatively large number of participants did report withholding.
Future studies using realistic paradigms might investigate exactly which details are
withheld and why participants choose to withhold certain types of information over
others. It may be that the lack of concrete information on the event’ (e.g., the confederate
never directly stated that they had plans to attend an event or protest) created confusion;
participants were suddenly and unexpectedly interrupted and told that a serious threat had
been made. It may be that the lack of information disclosure was due to this confusion,
rather than an intent to be intentionally deceptive. The use of open-ended questions (“Is
there anything you can tell me?”) in the Direct and File and Dossier conditions may have
exacerbated the confusion as there was little cueing the participants to what they should
report. Essentially, participants were unable to anticipate that they would be asked to
recall information on a single participant’s (the confederate) statements or behavior
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because they were not informed as to the real purpose of the study. They may therefore
have had difficulty sifting through the large amount of information generated by up to
four additional participants quickly enough without knowing what the threat was
comprised of ahead of time. In fact, during debriefing many participants stated that they
did not understand who or what they were being questioned about until after the
interrogation had concluded. The difference in interrogation approaches could have
differentially affected the timing and efficiency of the retrieval cues participants used to
recall confederate utterances. In other words, the extensive amount of information
provided in the Scharff interrogation script may have served as a mnemonic or memory
aid which helped participants more easily access relevant information. It is highly
possible that the Scharff interrogators statements served as cues for determining what
information was relevant and what was irrelevant, as long as participants were paying
close attention to the statements of the confederate during the interrogation. For
participants who were not paying full attention during the group activities, the Scharff
interrogator’s statements may have served to remind participants of certain confederate
statements which they would not otherwise have remembered (particularly if these pieces
of information were weakly processed/encoded to begin with).
Regardless, if increasing the chances of obtaining new rather than known/repeated
information is of primary importance to the interrogation, the Scharff Technique is
certainly likely to be effective. However, if the goal of the interrogation is to reduce
source’s ability to accurately estimate what, and how much, they have said, it may not
matter what approach is used. It is important to understand why sources tend to
consistently underestimate their information contributions in role-playing paradigm
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studies when interrogated using the Scharff Technique but generally overestimated across
conditions in the current study. Because sources were supplied with more information,
and more specific information in previous tests of the Scharff technique, and were
specifically instructed to memorize that information, it may be that the Scharff Technique
is more effective with highly knowledgeable sources but less successful with less
knowledgeable sources or naïve sources who do not understand the value of the
information they possess. Considering the cognitive demand imposed on interrogators
who must memorize an extensive amount of information in order to build and maintain
the illusion of knowing-it-all while ensuring that important strategic information is not
given away is likely very high, it may be more efficient to use more direct methods to
increase information gain rather than the Scharff Technique in some situations.
Limitations of the Current Study. The current study was highly complicated in
practice. First, it is quite difficult to maintain consistency across scripts with naturalistic
paradigms because it is impossible to predict whether participants were paying attention
and will therefore be able to connect interrogator questions to the confederate script or
the critical events. In addition, naturalistic paradigms, even with scripted interrogations,
cannot predict questions that participants may ask the interrogator and this leads to
variability in both interrogator utterances and participant responses. In addition,
differences among groups were not accounted for statistically and it is therefore unknown
what contribution group level differences made to the results obtained in the current
study.
The order of the target details sought by the interrogator were not
counterbalanced. It may be that specific keywords served as a trigger or cue for
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participants to frame their responses within. If participants had first been asked whether
any of their co-members were involved in activism (the confederate made several
statements which framed them as an activist) prior to being asked about an event they
may have more easily identified the person of interest and therefore would have been
more successful in remembering and reporting sought after information as a result.
Alternatively, if such keywords had been used in the File and Dossier or Direct Approach
interrogations, participants may have been better able to contribute information, For
example, the first confirmation statement in the Scharff Technique interrogation
specifically mentions the location of the confederate’s “out of town” location- Everglades
National Park. However, the Direct Approach and File and Dossier Approach questions
were phrased in a non-leading manner and did not give specific keywords within the
question prompts. Rather, participants were simply asked if they knew of a potential
location where an event would occur, based on what the other participants (which
included the confederate) had said during the session. Future research should examine the
presentation order of the target details and question specificity within approaches to
explore this possibility. Future research should also vary the accuracy of the claims used
in Scharff Technique approach. We solely provided claims that were accurate “guesses”
(i.e., confirmation statements were used, but disconfirmation statements were not) and
participants may have simply assumed them to be true. Alternatively, the confirmation
statements provided by the interrogator may have served, again, as cues for participants
who had forgotten the information given by the confederate or who were unable to make
the connection between the threat the interrogator informed them of and the confederate’s
statements. There is some evidence from previous research on the Scharff Technique, that
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this may occur. When confirmation-only Scharff protocols were used (Oleszkiewicz,
Granhag, & Kleinman, 2014), participants contributed more new information than those
who were questioned using a Scharff protocol containing a mix of confirmation and
disconfirmation (i.e., accurate and inaccurate) statements. The presentation of
confirmation-only claims also has been found to lead to greater ease of determining
interrogator information objectives while participants exposed to disconfirmation-only
Scharff Technique interrogations had greater difficulty (May, Granhag, & Oleszkiewicz,
2014).
The current study differs from previous research on the Scharff Technique (e.g.,
Granhag et al., 2019) in several ways. Many of the previous studies on the Scharff
technique (e.g., May, Granhag, & Oleszkiewicz, 2014; May & Granhag, 2016) use phone
interviews while the current study used in-person interrogations. The difference in mode
of interaction may have affected results in that in-person interrogations provide more
cues (e.g. facial expressions) for sources to use in order to determine interrogator
information objectives and assess interrogator knowledge. It may be that the added
presence of body language cues and other visual behaviors allow participants to more
accurately assess the various elicitation strategies of the interrogator. In addition,
previous research has used trained actors to serve as interrogators (e.g., Granhag et al.,
2016; Oleszkiewicz et al., 2017). The current study utilized team members who were
inexperienced in acting but who delivered long, nuanced scripts. It may be that the ability
of trained actors to thoroughly memorize scripts and deliver them with the correct tone
was not carried over to the current study where scripts were delivered by novices who
may have had difficulty matching the tone prescribed by the Army Field Manual (2-
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22.3). Similarly, using novice actors as confederates may have led to a discrepancy in
tone where the confederate was not able to adequately convey passion or anger to sources
in regard to key script details, therefore leading participants to miss or discount the
information both during the session and during the interrogation. Although many
participants correctly identified the prescribed tone of the interrogation approach they
were exposed to, this concern is somewhat justified as a substantial number of
participants did not identify the tone that was intended.
Debriefing. Although debriefing comments provided by participants were not
systematically analyzed, anecdotal data based on participant statements suggests several
important points of consideration. First, it is necessary to account for the fact that many
individuals will withhold information regardless of interrogation approach. For example,
a number of participants stated that they would never “snitch” on (or “rat out”) another
individual no matter who that individual was. Another point of consideration is the
increasing awareness surrounding both environmental and animal rights. With growing
discussion of the threat of climate change in recent years, many individuals expressed
similar positions to the confederate regarding environmental issues. It may be that this
cultural shift led to a greater sense of comradery and liking for the confederate. This is
arguably desirable because it lends greater psychological realism to the paradigm,
solidarity among group members holding similar views may decrease the likelihood that
environmentally conscious participants would give information on the confederate. This
is supported by anecdotal debrief responses in which environmentally conscious
participants expressed disbelief that the confederate would be involved in something
illegal simply because they strongly supported such issues. The “event” used in the study
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was described as a protest which may involve illegal behavior such as the destruction of
property. Among participants involved in activism, or those generally supportive of
environmental activism, there may have been disbelief that the confederate’s actions
would be unlawful. In fact, a number of participants stated that they did not believe the
confederate would act in a criminal manner because protests, in and of themselves, are
not illegal. In this vein, an increase in environmental consciousness may have muddied
other participants perceptions of the person of interest (confederate) during the
interrogation. That is, due to the need to create a naturalistic confederate script that would
not be obvious or cause suspicion among participants, the confederate’s statements may
not have been salient enough for participants to differentiate between the confederate as
the critical person of interest as opposed to actual participants who expressed similar
views to the confederate during the group discussion. Participants may have had more
difficulty in remembering what was said over the course of the session by the various
group members, if similar views were held by many, and they were therefore unable to
isolate the targeted details (e.g., date of event) during interrogation as a result.
A final consideration for future research is population. Undergraduate students,
particularly those studying psychology, are apt to be more suspicious than the average
individual simply by virtue of having learned about deception in research. Students are
also routinely required to participate in research for their classes and may be intimately
familiar with the process as a result. As previously discussed, however, the majority of
research on interrogation utilizes an undergraduate sample who typically has little
criminal experience and who tend not to display radical or extreme ideologies. In order to
more closely replicate real-world conditions in the study of interrogation it is advisable to
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employ community samples who do have legal or criminal experience (e.g., prior arrests)
and who are less likely to be informed regarding the use of confederates and deception in
research; this should result in more naturalistic behavior. This is something that cannot be
done using the usual cheating paradigms. As such, the current procedures provide a
significant foundation for future study.
Conclusion
There is no empirical means, as of yet, of convincing entirely uncooperative
individuals to contribute information during interrogation. However, it is clear that all
interrogation approaches have some effect on semi-cooperative and cooperative
individuals. The current study, in combination with previous research, provides evidence
that certain techniques do in fact perform specific functions more efficiently. Based on
the results described here, it does appear that the Scharff Technique achieved many of its
intended goals when cooperative and semi-cooperative sources were questioned (e.g.,
increase in perceived interrogator knowledgeability; greater ‘new’ information
contribution). Ultimately, the approach used during an interrogation should depend on
both the level of cooperation of the source and the goal of the interrogation. If the goal of
the interrogation is to create an illusion of omniscience while eliciting new information,
the Scharff Technique may be a viable option. However, other approaches may be more
optimal if, for example, hiding the interrogator’s information objectives is unnecessary or
the interrogator does not have enough information to successfully engage in illusionbuilding. The current study provides yet another procedure in which to study the
elicitation of information from sources of human intelligence. However, this study also
resulted in replication of the findings of previous research and therefore provides
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important evidence for convergent validity. It is vital in the case of elicitation and
HUMINT interrogation research to use a variety of methods to study information
management behavior. In fact, it may be arguably more important in the context of
interrogation research to use highly realistic paradigms because of the highly
consequential occurrence of mass terror attacks and organized crime. Overall, the current
study suggests that the Scharff Technique may, in fact, be highly effective compared to
other approaches, in such situations.
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Table 1.
Sample size (n) per condition by variable
n
Variable
Interrogation Approach

Direct

67

Scharff Technique

39

File and Dossier

55

Interrogation Order
First

85

Second

48

Third

19

Fourth

9

82

Number of Group
Members (including
Confederate)

Total N

Two

38

Three

58

Four

29

Five

36
161

83

Table 2.
Participant ratings (M(SD)) for the group discussion and group membership on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7
(Strongly Agree).
Min

Max

M(SD)

Median

The other members of my group were interesting

1

7

6.39(.99)

7

The other members of my group had important
things to say

3

7

6.52(.79)

7

This study has been engaging so far

3

7

6.48(.91)

7

I am motivated to interact with my group and the
other group members

2

7

6.52(.87)

7

I like the other members of my group

2

7

6.56(.84)

7

I like the group discussion leader/moderator

1

7

6.53(.95)

7

The group leader/moderator did a good job of
leading the discussion

1

7

6.52(.99)

7

Variable

84

The group discussion was interesting

2

7

6.54(.94)

7

My group members and I agreed on many of the
discussion topics

2

7

6.19(1.18)

7

85

Table 3.
Overall F-Test and Means(Standard Deviations) for Interrogation-Specific Ratings on a scale of 1 (Extremely) to 7 (Not at all).
Interrogation Approach
Direct
p

!#"

M(SD)

Scharff
Technique
M(SD)

2.29

.11

.03

3.83(1.82)

3.22 (1.70)

3.15(1.67)

How much
new
information
did you feel
you gave to
the
interviewer?

1.08

.34

.02

4.65(2.19)

4.06(2.12)

How much
information
did you feel
the
interviewer
had prior to
beginning

2.91

.06

.04

3.48(1.90)

2.29(1.78)

Variable

F(2,155)

*How
motivated
were you to
achieve
balance
between not
sharing too
much or too
little
information
during the
interview?

Interrogation Order

File and
Dossier
M(SD) F(3,155)

First

Second

Third

Fourth

p

!#"

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

1.20

.31

.02

3.28(1.76)

3.83(1.77)

3.06(1.59)

3.63(1.92)

4.55(2.16)

1.87

.14

.04

4.31(2.22)

4.98(1.98)

3.89(2.14)

4.38(2.50)

3.56(2.04)

.75

.53

.02

3.35(1.96)

2.90(1.92)

3.67(2.25)

3.25(2.05)

86

the
interview?
How
important
was the
information
you gave to
the
interviewer?

.48

.62

.01

4.14(2.32)

3.81(2.28)

4.24(1.92)

2.26

.08

.05

3.85(2.19)

4.65(2.08)

3.50(2.10)

4.63(2.20)

How honest
were you
during the
interview?

.49

.62

.01

1.80(1.67)

1.56(1.03)

1.45(1.29)

.236

.87

.01

1.58(1.37)

1.69(1.43)

1.61(1.65)

1.63(1.41)

How helpful
were you
during the
interview?

.119

.89

.00

3.63(2.31)

3.54(2.17)

3.60(2.15)

1.37

.25

.03

3.52(2.26)

3.83(2.14)

2.88(2.03)

4.50(2.33)

*Note: The above scales are reverse coded from 1 (high) to 7 (low) (E.g, 1 (Extremely Motivated) to 7 (Extremely
Unmotivated)).
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Table 4.
Means and Standard deviations (SD) for participant subjective estimates (checklist) and objective (scored) detail contributions.

Interrogation Approach

Interrogation Order

Direct
Approach

Scharff
Technique

File and
Dossier
Approach

First

Second

Third

Fourth

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

2.67(3.84)

3.57(3.01).

2.36,(3.33)

3.02(3.43)

2.31(3.61)

2.84(3.47)

2.78(3.80)

Estimate of
EventRelevant
Contribution

1.15(2.16)

1.84(1.80)

0.98(1.97)

1.39(2.19)

1.02(1.94)

1.26(1.73)

1.11(1.62)

Total
Details

.71(1.71)

2.03 1.57)

.80(1.49)

1.26(1.95)

.72 (1.37)

1.16, (1.50)

.78, (1.56)

Event
Details

.45(1.26)

1.49(1.32)

.49(1.22)

.84, (1.47)

.45(1.08)

.79,(1.23)

.67(1.32)

New Total
Details

.55(1.37)

1.68(1.53)

.60(1.26)

1.05(1.62)

.51(1.02)

.84(1.42)

.78(1.56)

New Event
Details

.42(1.12)

1.50(1.31)

.44(1.08)

.80(1.36)

.46(1.01)

.74(1.19)

.67(1.32)

Variable
Estimate of
Total Detail
Contribution

88

Appendix A- Confederate Script
This is a personality test, it will help us understand how your personality is structured. Please rate how
much you agree with each of the following statements.

I am the life of the party.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I feel little concern for others.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am always prepared.

o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree

89

o

Agree

I get stressed out easily.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I have a big vocabulary.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I don't talk a lot.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

90

I am interested in people.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I leave my belongings around/I am messy

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am relaxed most of the time.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

91

I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I feel comfortable around people.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

92

I insult people.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I pay attention to details.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I worry about things.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

93

I have a vivid imagination.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I keep in the background.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I sympathize with others' feelings.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

94

I make a mess of things.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I seldom feel sad.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am not interested in abstract ideas.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

95

I start conversations.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am not interested in other people's problems.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I get chores done right away.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

96

I am easily disturbed.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I have excellent ideas.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I have little to say.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

97

I have a soft heart.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I often forget to put things back in their proper place.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I get upset easily.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

98

I do not have a good imagination.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I talk to a lot of different people at parties.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am not really interested in others.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

99

I like order.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I change my mood a lot.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am quick to understand things.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree
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I don't like to draw attention to myself.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I take time out for others.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I shirk (avoid) my duties.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree
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I have frequent mood swings.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I use difficult words.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I don't mind being the center of attention.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree
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I feel others' emotions.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I follow a schedule.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I get irritated easily.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree
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I spend time reflecting (thinking about) on things.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am quiet around strangers.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I make people feel at ease.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree
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I am exacting (detailed) in my work.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I often feel blue.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

I am full of ideas.

o
o
o
o
o

Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Neutral
Slightly Agree
Agree

Once in a while i can't control the urge to strike/hit another person

o
o

True
False
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Given enough provocation, I may hit another person

o
o

True
False

If somebody hits me, I hit back

o
o

True
False

I get in to fights a little more than the average person.

o
o

True
False

If i have to resort to violence to protect my rights, I will.

o
o

True
False

There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows.

o
o

True
False

I have become so mad I've broken things.

o
o

True
False

I can think of no good reason for ever hitting a person.

o
o

True
False
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I have threatened people I know.

o
o

True
False

I tell my friends openly when I disagree with them.

o
o

True
False

I often find myself disagreeing with people.

o
o

True
False

I can't help getting in to arguments when people disagree with me.

o
o

True
False

When people annoy me, I may tell them what I think of them.

o
o

True
False

My friends say that I'm somewhat argumentative.

o
o

True
False

I flare up quickly but get over it quickly.

o
o

True
False
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When frustrated, I let my irritation show.

o
o

True

False
I sometimes feel like a powder keg ready to explode.

o
o

True
False

I am an even-tempered person.

o
o

True
False

Some of my friends think I'm hot-headed.

o
o

True
False

Sometimes I fly off the handle for no good reason.

o
o

True
False

I have trouble controlling my temper.

o
o

True
False

I am sometimes eaten up with jealousy.

o
o

True
False
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At some times I feel I have gotten a raw deal out of life.

o
o

True
False

Other people always seem to get the breaks.

o
o

True
False

I wonder why sometimes I feel so bitter about things.

o
o

True
False

I know that my "friends" talk about me behind my back.

o
o

True
False

I am suspicious of overly friendly strangers.

o
o

True
False

I sometimes feel that people are laughing at me behind my back.

o
o

True
False

When people are especially nice, I wonder what they want.

o
o

True
False

For each of the following statements, please indicate the likelihood that you would engage in the described
activity or behavior if you were to find yourself in that situation. Provide a rating from Extremely Unlikely
(1) to Extremely Likely (7). scale
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Taking some questionable deductions on your income tax returns.
1
2
3
4
5
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

Have an affair with a married man/woman.
1
2
3
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

Passing off somebody else's work as your own.
1
2
3
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

Revealing a friend's secret to someone else.
1
2
3
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

4

5

Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

6

7

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

o
4

o

Not returning a wallet you found that contains $200.
1
2
3
4
1

7

o

o

Leaving your young children home alone while running an errand.
1
2
3
4
5
1

6

4

o
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5

o

o

6

7

6

7

o

o

o

5

6

7

5

6

7

o

o

o

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Please rate how likely you are to engage in the following behaviors on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 means
"Extremely Unlikely" and 7 means "Extremely Likely"
Drinking heavily at a social function.
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

1

3

4

5

6

7

Extremely
Unlikely

o

Having unprotected sex.
1
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

o

o

o

o

o

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

Driving a car without wearing a seat belt.
1
2
3

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Riding a motorcycle without a helmet.
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

Extremely
Unlikely

Extremely
Unlikely

Sunbathing without sunscreen.
1
2
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

o

o

Walking home alone at night in an unsafe area of town.
1
2
3
4
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o

o

o

5

6

7

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

4

o

5

o

6

o

7

o

Extremely
Likely

Please rate how likely you are to engage in the following behaviors on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 means
"Extremely Unlikely" and 7 means "Extremely Likely"
Going camping in the wilderness.
1
2
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

o

Going down a ski run that is beyond your ability.
1
2
3
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

o

3

o

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

o

Going white water rafting at high water in the spring.
1
2
3
4
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

Take a skydiving class.
1
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

Extremely
Unlikely

o

4

o

o

5

6

7

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

Bungee jumping off a tall bridge.
1
2
1

3

o

2

o

o

o

o

o

o

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

o

o
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o

o

o

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Piloting a small plane.
1
1
Extremely
Unlikely

o

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

Extremely
Likely

Q194 Please rate how likely you are to engage in the following behaviors on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1
means "Extremely Unlikely" and 7 means "Extremely Likely"
Admitting that your tastes are different from those of a friend.
1
2
3
4
Extremely
Unlikely

o

o

o

o

Disagreeing with an authority figure on a major issue.
1
2
3
4

Extremely
Unlikely

5

6

7

o

o

o

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

6

7

Choosing a career that you truly enjoy over a more prestigious one.
1
2
3
4
5

Extremely
Unlikely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

6

7

Speaking your mind about an unpopular issue in a meeting at work.
1
2
3
4
5

Extremely
Unlikely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

5

6

7

Moving to a city far away from your extended family.
1
2
3
4

Extremely
Unlikely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Extremely
Likely

Appendix B-Confederate Script
Truth or Lies Script
1) Truth: I volunteer at a wildlife rehabilitation center
2) Lie: I’ve been to more than 30 different countries
3) Truth: I am going to the everglades with some friends this weekend
After Truth/Lies
Have you guys ever rented a car? I think I’m going to need to rent a van or something for
this everglades trip. We have a ton of people and stuff to bring this weekend.
Group Discussion
Experimenter: Ok, so since we are having a group discussion we need to have a
volunteer to lead and read the questions. Any volunteers?
Confederate: Umm... I guess I can do it if that's ok with everyone?
Experimenter: (If someone else volunteers pick the confederate) Ok, great! Just make
sure everyone understands the questions and gets a chance to talk.

Question 1: Student Loan Debt
Confederate: (Read first question)
Confederate: Well this is definitely something we all know about, anyone want to start?
(If nobody starts then "Ok, I'll go")
Confederate: I don't think I know anyone who hasn't had to take out loans. For me, I
really just don't have a choice. I work but it's not enough to pay for tuition completely
and my family definitely can't help out.
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Confederate: I worry about it all the time, even more so since I want to go to grad
school, but I guess they'll pay for themselves eventually. Or at least I hope so. It's just
crazy how expensive school is! And it seems like they raise tuition every year. I mean, I
know some of it pays for all the services and activities and stuff, but still...
Confederate: I think I also read somewhere that tuition increases lead to less student
diversity
Question 2: Healthcare
Confederate: (read question)
Confederate: Ok, who wants to start for this one?
Confederate: This one really is pretty personal to me.
Confederate: We found out my brother has this blood disorder that's rare and hard to
treat. The treatments are really intense and so we have to drive him to all these doctor's
appointments and take care of him since he’s down for a couple of days after every time.
His health insurance only covers some of the stuff he needs and so we have all of those
super expensive medical bills. My mom had to get a second job to help with those. It's
been really stressful for my family.
Confederate: I understand that people want the right to choose and stuff but when it
comes to things like this its just really hard for people to keep up with everything when
they get sick. It's so expensive. And if you're sick you can't work so what do you do
then?
Question 3: Culling
Confederate: This is one of the only things that really makes me mad. Like i said, I work
at an wildlife center that rehabilitates animals that cant be released back into the wild, so
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I’d like to consider myself an animal rights person and i think that we just treat the
environment and the animals in it horribly.
Confederate: It just seems wrong to kill them just because people want their yards to
look nice. We took their space away from them after all. The animals were there before
us. Why can't they move them somewhere else or something?
Confederate: I really don't believe that having a few extra deer can throw off the whole
eco-system. I’m going to the Everglades this weekend with some friends and I know that
there’s deer there yet they’re not throwing of the local flora there so I’m just not buying
it.
Question 4: Breed Specific Legislation
Confederate: That seems wrong to me. I used to have a pit bull and they're really sweet!
Confederate: At some point, I don't think there is much of a difference between
discriminating against people with certain animals and discriminating against people in
general.
Confederate: I guess it's a choice to adopt a certain breed of dog but someone needs to
adopt it and take care of it. They shouldn't be punished for doing a good thing. It's really
hard to find an apartment if you have any kind of dog but it's extra hard if you have those
kinds of dogs, almost impossible. And sometimes they'll raise your rent really high
because they know you don't have a choice.
Confederate: It's also not the person or the dogs fault that some dogs give the rest of
them a bad name. It's really hard to find an apartment if you have any kind of dog but it's
extra hard if you have those kinds of dogs, almost impossible.
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Question 5: Driverless Car
Confederate: I can see where they’re coming from but it’s still wrong to put my life in
danger. What if the other car is driving badly and it’s their fault that I have to avoid them
in the first place? I mean, it’s also the companies’ responsibility to watch out for their
customers so the cars should be programmed to protect me. I know that kind of sounds
selfish but…. It’s a really hard choice to make.
Confederate: Well…. Maybe there would be fewer reckless drivers so the chance of my
life being endangered would be smaller but still… I’m not going to risk my life to save
some total strangers.
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Appendix C- Group Discussion Questions
1. Many people say that there is a “student loan” crisis in that more students graduate
college with substantial debt than in any other generation. In fact, student loan debt,
according to some, has led to many young people putting off buying houses and starting
families. However universities also need to charge for tuition in order to pay for their
services. Is the rise in tuition and student loan debt in recent decades blown out of
proportion? Should students who can’t afford to pay for tuition out-of-pocket be allowed
to take out loans for school?
2. The US has a private third-party payment healthcare system while many countries have
universal or single-payer healthcare systems. Private healthcare keeps taxes lower and
allows people and insurers to do as they see fit with less government regulation. On the
other hand, some see healthcare as a basic human right that could create more justice
among social classes. Which is the better option?
3. In August of 2015, the city of Ann Arbor, Michigan, implemented a deer cull. The cull
aims to decrease significantly the population of deer in an effort to reduce automobile
accidents, to mitigate the damages to local flora, and to stop the spread of chronic
wasting disease, a neurological disease that affects elk, moose, and deer. To achieve this,
the city hired sharpshooters to hunt deer until the population was reduced to a target
number. Though the deer cull was intended by city officials to promote the good of the
public, it has been highly controversial. Soon after it began, a lawn sign campaign was
launched with the message “Stop the Shoot”. When, if ever, do benefits to humans
outweigh harms to non-human animals like deer? Is culling the most humane way to
address overpopulation problems? If not, what is?
4. Breed-specific legislation (BSL) is a term for legislation or policies that restrict certain
breeds of dogs to reduce bites and attacks. BSL might involve banning certain breeds
from being imported into particular countries or from being brought in to certain places
(e.g., apartment complexes or parks). Some people might even include under the heading
of BSL policies such as increased insurance premiums for owning certain breeds. Among
the breeds most frequently targeted by BSL are Pit Bulls, Rottweilers, Chow Chows, and
Doberman Pinschers. Supporters of BSL argue that 75% of dog attacks are committed by
these breeds because they have been bred for fighting and for protection, making them
strong and unpredictable. Opponents argue that statistics fail to predict the risk of any
specific dog attacking event though pit bulls are involved in more of these attacks.
Opponents also argue that BSL is a form of discrimination. Is BSL morally permissible?
If so, when? If not, why not? If acts of discrimination are morally wrong when committed
against human beings, are structurally similar acts of discrimination morally wrong when
committed against animals?
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5. Tech companies like Google, Apple, and Uber have said that they are interested in
making cars that can drive themselves—and driverless cars are already being tested on
the roads. Although driverless cars can prevent accidents due to human error, there are
moral dilemmas for programmers to consider. For example, if a pedestrian is in the path
of the car and swerving to avoid them might cause the car to hit a school bus and both
may cause injuries to the rider of the driverless car, who should the car be programmed to
save?
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Appendix D- Participant Questionnaires: Group Ratings
Please rate the following questions on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 means "Strongly
Disagree" and 7 means "Strongly Agree". Once you are finished, please wait for
further instructions.
The other members of my group were interesting.
1
2
3
4

Strongly
Disagree

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

6

7

The other members of my group had important things to say.
1
2
3
4
5

Strongly
Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

This study has been engaging so far.
1
2
3
1
Strongly
Disagree

o

2

o

3

o

o

o

o

o

I am motivated to interact with my group and the other group members.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

120

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

5

6

7

5

6

7

I like the other members of my group.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree

o

o

o

I like the group discussion leader/moderator.
1
2
3
4
1
Strongly
Disagree

o

2

o

3

o

4

o

o

o

The group leader/moderator did a good job of leading the discussion.
1
2
3
4
5
6

Strongly
Disagree

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My group members and I agreed on many of the discussion topics.
1
2
3
4
5
6
1
Strongly
Disagree

o

2

o

3

o

4

o
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5

o

6

o

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

7

1

The group discussion was interesting.
1
2
3

Strongly
Disagree

o

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

7
7

o

Strongly
Agree

Appendix E-Participant Ratings: Interrogation Ratings)
The following questions will ask you to rate the interrogation and interrogator on several
dimensions. Once you have completed all questions, please wait for further instructions
from the experimenter.
How easy/difficult was it for you to understand what specific information the interrogator
was trying to obtain?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
easy

o

o

o

o

o

o

Extremely
Difficult

o

How motivated were you to achieve balance between not sharing too much or too little
information during the interrogation?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
motivated

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Extremely
unmotivated

How much new information did you feel you gave to the interrogator?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
A lot of
Information

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Very little
information

How much information did you feel the interrogator had prior to beginning the
interrogation?
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
A lot of
Information

o

o

o

o

o

o

How important was the information you gave to the interrogator?
1
2
3
4
5
6
Extremely
important

o

o

o

o
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o

o

o

Very little
information

7

o

Not
important
at all

How honest were you during the interrogation?
1
2
3
4
Extremely
Honest

o

o

o

o

How helpful were you during the interrogation?
1
2
3
4
Extremely
helpful

o

o

o

o

5

o
5

o

6

o
6

o

7

o

Not
Honest
at All

7

o

Not
Helpful
at all

Did you feel that you had enough information on the event in question to be successful
during the interrogation?

o Yes
o No
How would you describe the interrogator’s attitude during the interrogation?

o Friendly
o Businesslike
o Bored
o Other (please describe)

________________________________________________
Did you come up with a strategy for the interrogation? That is, did you have some kind
of plan in place where you decided what you would say or not say during the
interrogation?
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If you had a strategy, please select 'yes' and describe it below.

o No
o Yes (please describe your strategy)

________________________________________________
Did you lie during the interrogation?

o Yes
o No
Please check all of the following statements as they apply to your interrogation strategy:

▢

Did you tell the interrogator anything that was a lie, such as giving the
wrong time or place of the event?

▢

Did you leave out details you knew, but told the interrogator that was all

you knew?

▢

Did you mislead the interrogator in any other way? If so, please explain:
________________________________________________
Please describe the strategy you used during the interrogation. In other words, how did
you attempt to reach a balance between not revealing too much, and not revealing too
little, during the interrogation?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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*Tone: Straightforward, act very formal and businesslike; You should absolutely NOT
be casual, conversational, or friendly. You should be neutral and distant.
-If the participant asks you a question: say "I can't tell you that"
-if the participant provides a brief or vague answer, repeat the question again.
Interrogator: Somebody wrote something that we're a little concerned about. It was
kind of threatening and it sounds like they are planning some kind of protest event that
may involve some illegal things.
Is there anything you can tell me about this?
Interrogator: Ok, is there anything else you can tell me?
Interrogator: Alright, well I have some questions I'd like you to answer if you can.
(1) Do you know where this event I mentioned might happen?
(2) Any idea when it might happen?
(3) Does anyone in the group belong to an organization?
Interrogator: Ok, is there anything else you can tell me?
Interrogator: I think we're done for the moment but we might contact you about this
again in
Interrogator: Alright, why don't you wait outside the room and someone will be back in
a few minutes to give you the last few things you'll need for the study.
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Appendix F- Post-Interrogation Checklist: Prior Interrogator Knowledge
Please select all pieces of information you believe the interrogator knew before the
interrogation. Once you have selected all the details you believe the investigator knew,
please let the experimenter know you have finished.

▢ The person of Interest was female
▢ The person of interest volunteers
▢ The person of interest volunteers at a wildlife rehabilitation center
▢
The volunteer work involves helping to rehabilitate injured animals who
cannot be re-released
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

The person of interest is going out of town
The person of interest is going out of town this weekend
The person of interest is going out of town with friends this weekend
The person of interest is going to the everglades
The person of interest is going to the everglades this weekend
The person of interest is going to the everglades with friends this weekend
The person of interest's favorite type of music is reggae
The person of interest has a family member who is ill
The family member is a brother
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▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

The brother of the person of interest has a blood disorder
The person of interest used to belong to an activist group
The group was concerned with animal/environmental rights
The group was called ARGI
The person of interest used to own a pit bull
The person of interest may have anger issues
The trip to the everglades is a part of a demonstration
The demonstration will be a protest
The protest will be against an oil company
The company being protested has been in trouble in the past.
The company has been in trouble in the past over environmental issues
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Appendix G- Post-Interrogation Checklist: Source Contribution
Please select all pieces of information you told the interrogator during the interrogation.
When you have selected everything you believe you said during the interrogation, please
wait for further instructions.

▢ The person of Interest was female
▢ The person of interest volunteers
▢ The person of interest volunteers at a wildlife rehabilitation center
▢
The volunteer work involves helping to rehabilitate injured animals who
cannot be re-released
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

The person of interest is going out of town
The person of interest is going out of town this weekend
The person of interest is going out of town with friends this weekend
The person of interest is going to the everglades
The person of interest is going to the everglades this weekend
The person of interest is going to the everglades with friends this weekend
The person of interest's favorite type of music is reggae
The person of interest has a family member who is ill
The family member is a brother
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▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

The brother of the person of interest has a blood disorder
The person of interest used to belong to an activist group
The group was concerned with animal/environmental rights
The group was called ARGI
The person of interest used to own a pit bull
The person of interest may have anger issues
The trip to the everglades is a part of a demonstration
The demonstration will be a protest
The protest will be against an oil company
The company being protested has been in trouble in the past.
The company has been in trouble in the past over environmental issues
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Appendix H- Direct Approach Script
*Tone: Straightforward, act very formal and businesslike; You should absolutely NOT
be casual, conversational, or friendly. You should be neutral and distant.
-If the participant asks you a question: say "I can't tell you that"
-if the participant provides a brief or vague answer, repeat the question again.
Interrogator: Somebody wrote something that we're a little concerned about. It was
kind of threatening and it sounds like they are planning some kind of protest event that
may involve some illegal things.
Is there anything you can tell me about this?
Interrogator: Ok, is there anything else you can tell me?
Interrogator: Alright, well I have some questions I'd like you to answer if you can.
(1) Do you know where this event I mentioned might happen?
(2) Any idea when it might happen?
(3) Does anyone in the group belong to an organization?
Interrogator: Ok, is there anything else you can tell me?
Interrogator: I think we're done for the moment but we might contact you about this
again in
Interrogator: Alright, why don't you wait outside the room and someone will be back in
a few minutes to give you the last few things you'll need for the study.
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Appendix I-File and Dossier Script
*Tone: bored/disinterested. (The interrogation is just a formality because you already
have all the information on file. Occasionally shuffle through the file but NEVER let the
participant see what the papers actually are.) You should not be nice or friendly toward
the participant. Act as if you don’t care that they are there
Interrogator: Hey, thanks for waiting. First, I have to let you know that I'm going to
record this.
Interrogator: (Flip through folder casually) Right, let's just get down to it. Somebody
wrote something down that we're a little worried about. It was kind of a threat and we
need to make sure we know who it is before we tell somebody about it. I've already
talked to ____1/2/3/4____ of the other participants (same as Scharff). And it looks like
one of the participants is in to some kind of activism and might be planning something. I
think we already have everything we need but why don't you just tell me if there's
anything you know.
Interrogator: (Open Folder to "demographics" section and read for a few seconds)
Right, thanks. So you're a ______ (freshman/sophomore/junior/senior)____?
Interrogator: Mmhmm.. And a _____(look for participant’s major and then flip to a
random section of binder) ___ major__?
l;,.
Interrogator: For political association you said __(look up political association of
participant on demographics and the flip to another random section and pretend to be
reading info on them)____.
Interrogator: And you are/aren't (flip to "organizations" section of Dossier) involved in
any activism or volunteering activities?
Interrogator: Ok, like I said, somebody wrote something a little threatening and we need
to find out who it is. It looks like they may be planning to do something involving
destruction of some pretty expensive property. It looks like they have something against a
certain company that has been in trouble for violating Environmental Protection
Regulations quite a few times in the past. Do you have any idea what that might be?
Interrogator: (Flip to new/random section of Dossier). Well, somebody has to know
something, and the other participants have told us a few things. Do you know where this
event might happen?
Interrogator: (Flip through binder again and pretend to read one of the pages) Right....
that’s not what the other participants we talked to said....
Interrogator: Ok, Do you know when this might happen?
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Interrogator: (Flip to another random section of Dossier) Ok, it looks like the person
we're worried about belongs to quite a few well-known organizations and is kind of an
activist. Any idea what organizations that might be?
Interrogator: Are you sure about that, that's not what I have written down here...
Interrogator: Ok, well, why do you think they would want to do something like this?
Interrogator: Alright, l I think that's all I need to ask you. Is there anything else you can
think of?
Interrogator: We're done for now but we may contact you again in the future. Is that
ok?
Interrogator: Great, why don't you wait outside the room for just a minute and
somebody'll get the rest of the stuff you'll need to get credit for participating in the study.
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Appendix J- Scharff Script
*Tone: Casual and friendly (act as if it’s not a big deal! You're just having a friendly
conversation with somebody you like). If it helps, pretend like you are talking to your best
friend/favorite person. Do not react in any way when participants mention new
information. Instead, pretend like they did not say anything at all.
Interrogator: Hi, sorry for the wait. As I'm sure you know we need to talk to everyone
because someone wrote something a little threatening on their individual response form.
I've already talked to ____#### participant/s_____ (insert number of participant's
interrogation order; 1, 2, 3, or 4; if participant is first to be interrogated say that you've
already talked to one other participants, if they are second, say that you've already talked
to two other participants, if they are third.....) of the other participants. We weren't sure
who it was at first but after talking to the other participant/s we have quite a few details.
So let me start out by telling you what I know. The person that made this threatening
statement seemed very friendly, not the kind of person that you'd expect. They're the
type of person that seems very likeable… um… intelligent… mmm… responsible...
From what we know, this person has been in some legal trouble in the past for similar
things. We're pretty sure we know who it is because one of the scales in that survey we
gave you guys measured anger and only one person scored really high on it. A lot of the
research shows that people that score high on these kinds of scales tend to have anger
problems. They're also the type of people who can let things escalate quickly and get out
of hand, no matter how nice they seem. From what we know that's happened to them
before and it caused a lot of trouble. Some people got hurt pretty badly too. This person
also is very into activism, like the animal rights and environment kind. They went on a
pretty long rant about it on some of the stuff you guys had to fill out for the study. It
looks like they're planning to interfere with a company who has been in trouble in the
past for environmental abuses. Anyway, as you can see, I already know quite a lot, but
why don't you go ahead and tell me if you know anything else.
Interrogator: I have to admit doing it in the everglades seems pretty strategic on their
part. There's been a ton of controversy about that place for months now, what with the
agriculture and oil companies trying to move in.
(Pause for 3 seconds and wait for a response from participant, if they respond,
ignore them)
Interrogator: It seems like these people have some kind of demonstration planned every
other week. I'm not surprised they're planning it for this weekend. For all I know they
have something going on every weekend for the next month.
(Pause for 3 seconds and wait for a response from participant, if they respond,
ignore them)
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Interrogator: Those animal rights people can get so crazy with their demonstrations.
I'm not surprised they're doing something like this. It's always something with them and
they're all about stirring up controversy and shocking people.
(Pause for 3 seconds and wait for a response from participant, if they respond,
ignore them)
Interrogator: I just can't believe it when I hear about people risking everything just to
damage some company's property. That stuff is worth millions of dollars and you know
those people have enough money to hire lawyers. Even though they aren't planning to
harm anybody there's a good chance that will happen with these kinds of things.
(Pause for 3 seconds and wait for a response from participant, if they respond,
ignore them)
Interrogator: Well, I certainly didn't expect something like this to happen today but I
think we have a pretty good idea of how to handle this from here. Was there anything
else you can tell me?
Interrogator: Alright, I think we're done here. We may have to contact you again in the
future because of all this. Is that ok with you?
Interrogator: Why don't you have a seat outside the room and I'll be back in a few
minutes to give you the last few things you'll need to get credit for the study.
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